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Abstract
Triads consisting of father, mother, and an offspring from 122 
intact families responded to the Dreger Dyadic Family Interaction Scale 
(DDFIS) and the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale. The sample 
was made up of mostly white, middle-class, non-clinic families. Two 
offspring age-groups were included, 12-14 and 18-21. Factor analysis 
on the DDFIS yielded ten factors. Analyses of variance comparing 
subgroups within the samples Indicated many findings consistent with 
existing literature or in the expected direction. There were also 
unexpected findings. Another two independent groups of college students 
were asked to rate the wholesomeness and the social desirability of the 
DDFIS items. There was no significant difference between the two sets 
of rating. It was concluded that the DDFIS merits further investigation. 
The questionnaire exhibits satisfactory internal consistency and the 
reliabilities of most factors are in the adequate range. There are also 
indications of construct validity. The questionnaire is not unduly 
Influenced by social desirability tendencies. Means for each item, dyads, 
family, and overall as well as deciles for dyads and family are given. 
Standardized factor scores by dyads are also given. The relations 
between social desirability and wholesomeness were discussed.
viil
The study of family is a widely-shared discipline. For decades, 
sociologists have studied families of our own time in the Western, 
industrial societies. Meanwhile, anthropologists study families 
outside of the Western hemisphere, particularly in the so-called 
"primitive" societies. More recently, historians have turned their 
attention from their traditional study of public events to the scrutiny 
of the more private family life. For the first time, systematic use of 
demographic data to reconstruct patterns and qualities of family lives 
in the past is being pursued (Skolnick, 1973). Psychology, with its 
tradition of studying the individual, is a relative newcomer in the 
field of family. Techniques used in studying small-group processes of 
unrelated persons were applied in the study of a more permanent group - 
the family. Most recently, some mental health professionals shifted 
their attention from the individuals to their families as the point of 
focus in mental maladjustment. Stimulated by the publication of the 
double-bind theory (Bateson, Jackson, Haley, & Weakland, 1936), more 
therapists have come to believe that psychiatric symptoms are adaptive 
to the individual's social context, namely his family. A new field of 
research focusing on the difference between "normal" and "abnormal" 
families emerged.
In spite of the family's being a widely-studied phenomenon, issues 
related to family are far from settled. In fact, family specialists 
disagree even on the definition of family (Skolnick, 1973). Does it 
mean the nuclear family, that is the married couple and their off­
spring? Or is the married couple alone enough to constitute a
1
2family? And how about a single parent with his or her children? How 
does the extended family fit in the picture? Does it extend only 
vertically to Include the grandparents, thus constituting the 3- 
generation family or does the lateral extension of aunts, uncles, and 
cousins count as an extended family? And finally, does a family, 
nuclear or extended, necessarily live in the same household? The 
universality of the nuclear family has been periodically subjected to 
debate. The debate was more pronounced in the 70*s when alternative 
life-styles to single-family arrangement were being sought.
Assessment of Family
This review will focus on only one aspect of family study— its 
assessment. Writers on family assessment seem to be roughly divided 
into three categories. First, there are the sociologists and 
psychologists who study different aspects of family life. They have 
devised tests or instruments for their specific investigation.
Typically, these tests have never been or at best have been poorly 
standardized. Eight out of 10 of these instruments have been used once 
and forgotten; they, have rarely been employed by another investigator 
(Straus, 1964). Then, there are the clinicians who are concerned about 
assessing families to aid their dynamic formulation and therapeutic 
strategies. To mention just a few, Ackerman and Behrens (1974), Minuchin 
(1974), Otto (1962), and Poliak (1964),are among this group. These 
clinicians typically list aspects they consider Important. These aspects 
are almost inevitably tied in with their theoretical orientations.
3These listings are not measures in any formal sense. They are merely 
aspects to which the authors think the therapists should be alert. The 
last group consists of more "hard-nosed" researchers who are usually 
associated with mental health institutions. These researchers are 
typically engaged in studies defining the difference between "normal" 
and "abnormal" families. Their initial interest is to find out the 
difference between, say, schizophrenic and normal family interactions. 
Research has developed to test various etiological hypotheses of 
schizophrenia. Such research is generally experimental in nature.
Families are presented with a standard task or problem to solve. Data 
from their Interactions are either recorded to be rated later or rated 
then and there by a non-participant observer or observers. Notable 
researchers in this last group include Haley (1962, 1964, 1967a,
1967b, 1967c, 1968) and Ferreira and his associates (Ferreira, 1963; 
Ferreira & Winter, 1965; Ferreira, Winter, & Poindexter, 1965).
Participant observation studies have also been carried out. These studies 
are typically carried out in the home with the observer participating in 
family life for a period of time. Examples of such studies are Henry 
(1966), Laing and Esterson (1964), and Behrens and Goldfarb (1958).
Critique of Experiments on Family
Even though the experimental and controlled direct-observation form 
of research is usually held in esteem, it is not without critics. Except 
for certain mechanical recordings (Haley, 1962, 1967c), most of these 
studies depend heavily on raters. The rater's data consist of two main 
kinds. The first is quantitative or what Doane (1978) called "pure-process
4measure". In this type of data, raters are required to decide if a 
certain phenomenon occurs and the frequency and length of the occurrence. 
Examples of this type are "interruptions," "talking time," and "number of 
statements received." The other type of data are qualitative. Raters 
are not only required to judge if an event occurs but also to decide on 
the quality or kind of the event. Examples are "parents take over," 
"dominance," "control," and "agreement-disagreement".
In some studies, only one rater has been used to judge family 
interactions. Haley (1972) criticized the use of one rater. Further­
more, this one rater was usually the investigator himself who had full 
knowledge of the hypothesis to be tested and the type of family he was
rating. However, the use of multiple raters and "blind" procedure does
not necessarily increase the reliability of the studies substantially, 
according to Haley.
If one uses more than one judge, he finds that 
those with different backgrounds see and hear different 
things. One can achieve meaningful reliability only if 
the judges are trained to see the data in the same way.
Paradoxically, however, reliability is not increased
because of independent observations; the observers having 
been trained to view the data similarly, have just been 
collapsed back into one judge (Haley, 1972, p. 26).
Haley pointed out that raters may disagree because they are not equally 
well-trained as observers. Some, for example, may pick up body movement, 
intonation, or sarcasm which indicates the opposite of what is being
5expressed verbally. Haley favors the use of machine recording. One 
example of his studies is an experimental game (Haley, 1962) devised to 
test the hypothesis that families with a schizophrenic member have more 
difficulty maintaining coalitions than normal families. Three family 
members are involved in the game. When two of them press each other’s 
recording buttons, they run up a score together. The data consisting of 
the number of times the buttons are pressed are machine-recorded. Even 
when Haley studied patterns of communication, such as which family 
member speaks after whom, he preferred machine recording to the use of 
judges (Haley, 1967a). He used throat microphones which transmitted 
sound directly to an analyzer. The analyzer in turn totalled the 
frequency with which each family member spoke after another. Riskin 
(1972), however, raised the question of reliability versus triviality.
In his view, granted that machine judgments are more reliable, the 
judgments themselves have not been significant.
Riskin's comment links directly to the general dilemma of observa­
tional studies. Haley (1972) recognized that the researcher attempts to 
measure the family’s typical behavior. Presumably, the more the family 
is allowed to interact naturally and spontaneously, the more typical 
would be the behavior. However, the only way to measure such complex 
behavior is to depend on the judgment of an observer, thus risking his 
subjective bias. The more rigorous the measurement is, such as in 
Haley’s studies, the more artificial the situation has to be, the more 
spontaneity is sacrificed. Furthermore, one may ask how generalizable 
data gathered from such highly specific conditions are to everyday 
behavior.
6Another practical issue concerning observational studies is the 
time and expense involved. Riskin and Faunce (1970) reported a study 
in which an experienced interviewer talked with families using standard, 
semi-structured Interview format. The interview was observed and taped 
from a one-way mirror. A segment of the interview in which the family 
was asked to plan something they could all do together was transcribed. 
Highly accurate transcripts were prepared, requiring a minimum of 15 
hours for preparation of approximately four to five minutes of family 
discussion. Obviously, such studies cannot be done on a large scale.
Apart from the expense involved, results from direct-observation 
studies have not been encouraging. Several reviews of direct-observation 
family interaction research have appeared in recent years (Doane, 1978; 
Jacob, 1975; Riskin & Faunce, 1972). Jacob's review is particularly 
detailed and tedious. He indicated that results from family interaction 
research are extremely inconsistent. Typical of his conclusions is
In nine comparisons concerned with general or 
specific negative affective communications, schizophrenic 
versus normal families were reported to express more 
negative affect in three comparisons, normal versus 
schizophrenic families were reported to express more 
negative affect in four comparisons, and nonschizophrenic 
disturbed versus schizophrenic families were reported to 
express more negative affect in two comparisons. In 
brief, results are too inconsistent to warrant a 
directional conclusion regarding differences in affective
7expressions in schizophrenic versus normal family 
groups (Jacob, 1975, p. 52).
Even Jacob who is a champion for direct-observation study as opposed to 
self report conceded that "... family interaction studies, although 
based on a potentially sound methodological strategy, have not yet 
isolated family patterns that reliably differentiate disturbed from 
normal groups" (p. 56).
Doane (1978), however, is more optimistic. She compiled research 
findings basing her organization on the authors' operational definition 
rather than accepting their constructs at face value. Thus, she changed 
and re-grouped categories as she saw fit. Using what she called "armchair 
cluster analysis" to fit conceptually similar findings together, she 
concluded that family literature contains areas of consistent findings. 
These areas include family coalition patterns, patterns of conflict, 
flexibility versus rigidity, family effectiveness and efficiency, and 
deviant styles of communication. Jacob and Grounds (1978) accused Doane 
of arbitrary and unsystematic selection and uncritical and erroneous 
interpretations of findings.
Riskin and Faunce (1972) reported "fairly consistent findings".
The consistent factors were humor, agreement/disagreement, support, 
acknowledgment-commitment-affirmation, and clarity of communication.
Self-Report Studies
Self-report studies seem to be an alternative to observational 
ones. This approach consists of interview, questionnaire, and checklist. 
Wynne (1972) argued that "some self-report methods may provide better
ways of discovering how family members typically behave with each other 
than brief samples of communication data which are so unduly subject to 
the particular stimulus and interaction conditions'1 (Wynne's italics, 
p. 44).
Sociologists and psychologists seem to have taken full advantage of 
this approach. Straus in his 1969 survey listed 319 instruments published 
between 1935 and 1965 in the fields of psychology and sociology concerning 
family. These instruments were constructed to measure behaviors ranging 
from courtship to child-rearing practice. Straus noted, however, that 56 
per cent of these tests were presented without mention of any tests for 
reliability (Straus, 1964) and only 26 per cent of the instruments were 
classified as having some evidence of content validity when judged by a 
"very liberal standard11. He further reported that only five per cent of 
the instruments were presented with standard score or percentile distribu­
tions. Since most of these tests were developed in the field of sociology, 
Straus attributed the inadequacy of the reported norms, reliabilities, 
and validities to the lack of sophistication in measurement techniques on 
the part of the sociologists and their apparent ignorance of the relevant 
findings in the field of Individual psychology.
In 1978, Straus and Brown presented a revised edition of Straus' 
earlier survey on family measurements. Tests include those published 
between 1935 and 1974. The number of abstracts increased to 813.
However, they still found that most authors did not include any or any 
adequate information on reliabilities, validities, and norms. This 
general inadequacy led to Straus and Brown's decision to drop this 
section altogether from the abstracts. Fisher (1976) reviewing
9techniques used among family therapists to assess family found the field 
"wide, diffuse, and confusing" (p. 367).
Criticisms of and Defenses for Self-Report Studies
The technical short-comings of individual instruments as pointed 
out by Straus (1964) and Straus and Brown (1978) can be improved. There 
are, however, several criticisms directed at the validity of self-report 
itself. In general, the main criticism of the self-report approach is, 
as Haley (1972) put it, "the method assumes that untrained people, who 
have built-in bias, can be participant-observers," (p. 18). Wilde 
(1978) summarized criticisms of questionnaire study of personality into 
seven categories.
1. People do not know themselves well enough to be able to give 
truthful answers.
2. The questionnaire technique suffers from problems of communica­
tion. Questions may mean different things to different people.
3. Many real-life situations cannot be represented in verbal 
questionnaire items.
4. People are capable of falsifying their responses.
5. People give different answers to the same items after some time.
6 . Questionnaires show little validity against external criteria.
7. Questionnaire responses are susceptible to response sets.
Wilde argued that the first three criticisms are directed against 
the imperfections of what is called "the inventory premise", that is 
the assumption that people are capable and willing to describe their
io
behavior correctly. Meehl (1945) rejected the inventory premise but 
argued that self-report is an interesting bit of verbal behavior.
Guilford (1959) maintained that even when a person answers a question 
incorrectly, it sometimes reveals useful information, such as the lack 
of self-insight. Both Heehl and Guilford seemed to emphasize the 
construct-oriented concept of validity.
As to the fourth criticism that people are capable of falsifying 
their responses, Wilde agreed that questionnaires are susceptible to 
test-taking attitude. However, he called attention to the fact that 
when subjects are instructed to fake good, they show more ''adjusted 
scores" than they would in an anonymous test administration.
The fifth criticism levels at the low reliability of some question­
naires. Benton and Stone (1937) found that answers to particular items 
do change over time. However, they also noted that the changes tend to 
compensate one another resulting in similar total scores. It should be 
further noted that there are questionnaires that are aimed at measuring 
short-term changes. Therefore, high reliability over long periods of 
time is obviously not one of the purposes of these particular 
quest ionnaires.
To the criticism of questionnaire's low validity when judged against 
nontest criteria, Wilde pointed out that it is not as low as indicated in 
Ellis (1946) and Ellis and Conrad (1948) studies which are often quoted. 
Moreover, the relevance of the nontest behaviors used as criteria for 
questionnaire validity has not been vigorously investigated.
The last criticism argues that questionnaire responses are susceptible 
to response sets. Several response sets have been identified: acquiescence
11
(yeah-saylng tendency), nay-saying tendency, and social desirability. 
Various techniques have been evolved to assess or lessen the impact of 
response sets. The most prominent and widely-studied response set is 
social desirability. The next section will discuss this topic more 
fully.
Social Desirability as a Response Set
Social desirability (SD) was firBt studied extensively by Edwards.
He contended that every statement that may be used to describe 
personality can be characterized in terms of its position on a single 
dimension - social desirability-undesirablllty (Edwards, 1957). Despite 
the multidimensional nature of personality statements with respect to 
content, this is still the one dimension on which every one of them will 
fall. To determine the social desirability scale value of a personality 
statement, Edwards asked a group of judges to rate the social-desirability 
of that statement on a 9-polnt scale: the higher the scale value, the
more desirable the statement is. The average rating by the group of 
judges is taken to be the social desirability scale value (SDSV) of that 
statement. Edwards (1957, 1970) presented ample evidence that SDSV's 
obtained from males and females, from different socioeconomic classes, 
and across age groups (from adolescents, college students, to geriatric 
groups) are highly correlated. As diverse populations as schizophrenics, 
mental defectives, sex-offenders, alcoholics, psychotics, and novice nuns 
have been shown to agree highly in their SDSVs with college students. It 
seems reasonable to assume that social desirability is culturally 
determined, yet Edwards cites studies that show high correlations between
12
different cultural groups and American college students. Among the 
cultures that have been studied are French, Norwegian, Japanese, and 
Lebanese.
Edwards (1957) argued that the higher the SDSV the statement has, 
the higher the probability that the statement will be endorsed in self­
description. To support his argument, he cited studies that show 
correlations in the 80's and 90's between SDSV's and the probability 
of endorsement of a group of statements. Probability of endorsement is 
determined by the proportion of people answering that the statement is 
true as applied to them. This type of study is frequently used to 
support the argument that self-report is susceptible to test-taking 
attitude and that the desire to present oneself In socially desirable 
light results in a loss of validity in questionnaire studies. Wilde
(1978) argued that if a questionnaire is susceptible to social desir­
ability set, one might expect it to show lower validity in a "threatening" 
situation than in a less binding situation. He gave an inventory to 
two groups of industry employees. One group was required to fill in 
names and personal data; the other group was tested anonymously. When 
the results were correlated with absenteeism as criterion validity 
measure, the anonymous scores were slightly less valid than the non- 
anonymous scores. In another study, he found no change in factorial 
validity when a questionnaire was administered to subjects in a selection 
situation as compared to subjects who were tested on a voluntary, 
inconsequential basis. The use of corrections for motivational distortion 
in many questionnaire studies did not impressively Increase the validity 
of the questionnaires. One plausible hypothesis is that test-taking
13
attitude does not severely limit the validity of questionnaire scores 
(Wilde, 1978).
Nunnally (1978) likewise expresses his skepticism over loss of 
validity due to conscious faking. He states that, "it is meaningful 
to think of SD in terms of three hypothetical components: (1) the
subjects' actual state of adjustment, (2) their knowledge of their own 
personal characteristics, and (3) their frankness in telling what they 
know" (p. 662). He asserts that it has not yet been convincingly 
demonstrated that individual differences in frankness accounts for a 
major portion of the variance of scores. According to Nunnally, it is 
more reasonable to think that a larger portion of the total variance is 
due to individual differences in self-knowledge.
Cattell (1973) rejected the notion that there is one single 
perturbing factor in questionnaire distortion - namely social desirability. 
He stated that when "faking desirable", people tend to make themselves 
more extrovert, less anxious, and more moral in upbringing. However, 
"different persons and even the same person in different situations 
distort these factors in different ways" (p. 394). Cattell maintained 
that factor analysis shows that there is no single desirability factor 
but distinct dimensions of change. He proposed that the general 
motivational distortion be dealt with through his trait-view theory.
This theory considers any distortion an intrinsic part of the person­
ality factors that the questionnaire is designed to measure. It assumes 
that people adopt different roles in different testing situations. More 
succinctly, the theory states that "an individual's misperception of 
himself on a particular trait is a function of that trait and all his
14
other traits, plus motivation specific to the particular role" (Krug 
& Cattell, 1971, p. 721-722), The general strategy of trait-view 
theory is to collect sufficient data about different testing 
situations, write an equation for each situation specifying the 
distortion for each factor, and then routinely correct the factor scores 
obtained from that particular situation by the specific weights.
To be practical, Cattell’s method requires that the user have 
access to a computer. The more often-used procedure to correct for 
motivational distortion, specifically social desirability, is to 
administer another test designed specifically to detect the tendency 
and extent that the subject presents himself in the socially desirable 
direction. Edwards (1953, cited in Edwards, 1957) developed the first 
SD scales by selecting 39 items from the Anxiety Scale, F, L, and K 
scales of the MMPI. Crowne and Marlowe (1960) criticized Edwards' 
scale in that the content deals primarily with psychopathology. They 
developed their own scale drawing items from existing tests. The items 
describe behaviors which are culturally acceptable and approved but at 
the same time are relatively unlikely to occur.
There is a growing realization that motivational distortion in the 
direction of socially desirable and other extreme response sets are not 
necessarily detrimental to questionnaire validity. Various relationships 
between response sets and personality traits have been found. The 
California F Scale is based on the role played by acquiescence in 
authoritarianism. Lewis and Taylor (1955) discovered a positive 
relationship between extreme response set and anxiety, Barnes (1956)
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observed that atypical "yes" answers to the MMPI were related to 
psychotic conditions and atypical "no” responses to neurotic traits. 
Bendig (1960) contended that SD scores which are designed to measure 
motivational distortions are more sensitive to the emotionality of the 
subjects than to their tendency to falsify. Wilde and Tellegan (1965, 
cited in Wilde, 1978) found that an Edwards-type SD scale was equally 
as efficient as two neuroticism scales in discriminating between 
psychotics and neurotics and between neurotics and normal controls. 
Cattell and Scheier (1961) concluded that the tendency to admit defects 
in oneself is inherent in the syndrome of anxiety. The general 
conclusion is that sensitivity to response sets is not necessarily 
an undesirable weakness of a questionnaire. On the contrary, good 
questionnaires can be designed to exploit this tendency of the subject 
in order to increase the validity of the questionnaires. Eliminating 
this sensitivity might also eliminate along with it a portion of the 
valid variance.
Selected Reviews of Concepts and Models on Family Assessment
Fisher (1976) classified assessment strategies into four categories:
(a) single concept notions
(b) theoretical notions
(c) broadly based clinical lists
(d) empirically devised approaches.
The single concept notions place strong emphasis on a single 
dimension identified as the most important in family functioning. The 
most frequently used concepts are power, conflict, and conflict
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resolution. There are notable exceptions to this theme. Otto (1962), 
for example, focused on family strength as opposed to conflict.
The theoretical approach to family assessment refers to procedures 
based upon theories or partial theories. Since there is no one integrated 
theory of family behavior, most of these procedures secure bits and pieces 
that are quantifiable from several existing theories. Mlnuchin's (1974) 
structural family therapy seems to by-pass a general theory of family 
behavior and focus directly on the therapy process.
Clinical checklists are usually derived from clinical experience 
with little concern for the underlying family model. The Group for 
Advancement of Psychiatry report (1970) is one of the numerous examples 
of this approach. Apart from the lack of an underlying unified schema 
within a single list, these lists are commonly too long and cumbersome.
The empirical methods usually utilize factor analytic and other 
scaling procedures. Data are usually gathered from a series of scales 
together with a variety of exercises or clinical sessions. Winter and 
Ferreira (1970) collected demographic and experimental data from triads 
of mother, father, and child. Then they used the technique of 
"unrevealed differences" in which the triads were asked to complete a 
questionnaire individually and then conjointly. Finally, conjoint TAT 
stories were gathered. All these data were factor analyzed and seven 
factors were identified.
In an attempt to integrate the findings from the above four 
approaches, Fisher developed a hierarchy of assessment dimensions. He 
proposed two levels. Level A consists of cultural aspects and 
developmental aspects. Level B consists of structural descriptors,
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controls and sanctions, and emotions and needs (see Table 1). The 
cultural aspects of Level A refer to social class, race, urban versus
Table 1
A Hierarchy of Assessment Dimensions
Level A
1. Cultural Aspects
2 . Developmental Aspects
1. Structural Descriptors
Level B 2 . Controls and Sanctions
3. Emotions and Needs
rural versus suburban setting, etc. The development aspects refer to
family stages, such as, the birth of the first child, children leaving 
home, and retirement. The dimensions in Level B assess such concepts as 
power, conflicts and resolutions, roles and leaderships, control and 
flexibility, and emotional climate. The cultural aspects are seen as 
the more static characteristics of the family; whereas the developmental 
aspects are clearly ever changing through the life cycle. Together, 
these two aspects provide a major background or a baseline to assess 
variables in Level B. These latter variables are seen as continuously 
changing and as affected by variables in Level A. Fisher did not provide 
an instrument for his assessment model nor empirical data to support 
his conceptualization.
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Many other attempts at devising a model for assessing and 
classifying families have been put forward. Some of these hypotheses 
are based on direct-observation laboratory method and others on 
interview.
The Circumplex Model as developed by Olson, Sprenkle, and Russell
(1979) uses a self-report scale called FACES. It was developed to 
describe both functional and dysfunctional families. Olson et al. 
proposed to use the dimensions of family cohesion and adaptability to 
reduce the diversity of family process concepts in describing the 
family. Among their objectives are these: to measure group properties
of families directly rather than only their dyadic properties or 
Individual characteristics, and to provide a concrete example of applying 
general systems theory to the family.
Olson et al. arranged the adaptability and cohesion dimensions into 
three concentric circles: the Innermost reflecting moderation and the
outermost, the most extreme. Sixteen types of marital and family systems 
are identified. However, it is assumed that only eight types are the 
most common; the other eight are assumed to be "dynamically less frequent". 
Of the eight more common types, the four in the innermost circle are 
identified as reflecting balanced levels of both adaptability and . 
cohesion. They reflect an open system and are seen as most functional 
to individual and family development. These four types are labelled: 
flexibly separated, flexibly connected, structurally separated, and 
structurally connected. The four extreme types in the outer circle 
represent extremes of family cohesion and adaptability and are seen as 
least functional. They are labelled chaotically disengaged, chaotically
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enmeshed, rigidly disengaged, and rigidly enmeshed. It can be seen 
that in this model, the dysfunctional behavior represents the exaggerated 
version of functional behavior. Thus the model is curvilinear in that 
extremes in both directions and in both dimensions are seen as disruptive. 
Neither too high nor too low cohesion or adaptability is seen as 
desirable.
Olson et al.'s cohesion dimension consists of emotional bonding, 
independence, boundaries, coalitions, time, space, friends, decision­
making and interest and recreation. Indicators of family adaptability 
are assertiveness and control, discipline, negotiation style, role 
relationships, relationship rules and system feedback. A later factor 
analytic study of the cohesion dimension by Bilbro and Dreyer (1981) 
indicates that this dimension may not be conceived as unitary by family 
members. Independence, as defined by the model, may not be part of 
family cohesion, and the concept of family boundaries is not well 
represented in the assessment instrument.
Epstein, Bishop, and Levin's (1978) McMaster Model is also aimed at 
assessing families ranging from healthy to severely pathological. They 
state clearly that the model is based upon a Judeo-Christian value set.
It is also based on a systems approach in that it is not concerned with 
individual behavior but with the processes occurring in the family.
The assessment instrument is the revised version of the Family Categories 
Schema.
The McMaster Model considers family functioning in the following 
dimensions: problem-solving, communication, roles, affective responsive­
ness, affective involvement, and behavior control. The problem-solving
dimension is defined further into sequential steps necessary for 
Identifying and solving problems so that effective family functioning 
can be maintained. Communication is assessed along two vectors: clear
versuB masked and direct versus indirect. Roles are defined as 
"repetitive patterns of behavior by which individuals fulfill family 
functions." Family functions are in turn classified into two dimensions, 
Instrumental versus affective and necessary family functions as opposed 
to other family functions. Affective responsiveness refers to the 
emotional climate, the appropriate quality and quantity of feelings. 
Affective Involvement is the degree family members show Interest and 
invest themselves in one another. Behavior control is defined as the 
pattern the family adopts for handling behavior in three specific 
situations, physically dangerous situations, situations involving the 
meeting and expressing of psychobiological needs and drives, and 
situations Involving socializing behavior both inside and outside the 
family. Four styles of behavior control are identified: rigid, flexible,
laissez-faire, and chaotic.
Uertheim (1973) proposed a family typology model derived theoret­
ically. The model is based on the notion of a balance between morpho- 
static and morphogenlc properties of the family system. "Morphostatic 
properties are defined as self-correcting processes that account for 
the stability of the system. Morphogenlc properties refer to self­
directing processes that allow for change, growth, innovation, and 
enhancement of the viability of the system" (p. 364). Eight types of 
family were derived from the model. These family types are comparable 
to Reiss' (1971) typology which is derived inductively in laboratory
experiments. Reiss1 three-class typology is based on the notion of 
"consensual experience". The types are environment sensitive, inter­
personal distance-sensitive, and consensus-sensitive.
Moos and Moos (1976) using cluster analysis developed a family 
taxonomy based on the family social environment. They found six 
distinctive clusters: expression-oriented, structure-oriented,
independence-oriented, achievement-oriented, moral/religious-oriented, 
and conflict-oriented.
The idea that family has a developmental life cycle comparable to 
individual development is being widely recognized. Zilbach (1968) 
conceptualized six family developmental stages. The stages are closely 
related to the development of children in the family. The six stages 
are
Stage I Marriage of two individuals
Stage II Entrance of the first child into the family
Stage III Entrance of the first child into the larger community
Stage IV Entrance of the last child into the community
Stage V Exit of the first child from the family by marriage 
or other establishment 
Stage VI Exit of the last child from the nuclear family 
Gartner, Fulmer, Heinshel, and Goldklan (1978) contended that 
developmental crises in the family life cycle have an impact on the 
family structure and the disorder and symptoms of the identified patient.
Since theories and models are so diverse in the field, there have 
been efforts to group theories into categories. Rltterman (1977) proposed 
to classify family theories in terms of ideal categories from which they
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derive. He related theories with a more general world view. He 
argued that the MRI (Mental Research Institute) model as developed 
by Jackson, Watzlawick, and Weakland fits into the mechanistic world 
view, whereas Minuchin's (1974) theory fits the organismic world view. 
Wertheim (1973) compared the Supra-lnvididual (S.l.) to the Supra- 
Individual-Individual (S.I.I.) position. The S.l. position holds that 
intrasystemic family behavior is determined by the mode of Interaction 
between individual components of the system. The interaction manifests 
itself at the supra-individual level - that is the family. The focus 
of this position is on the transactional aspects among the individual 
components. Individual's properties are ignored. This position is 
shared by theories that emphasize communication processes such as the 
double-bind theory. The S.1.1, position recognizes two levels of 
family organization. At the supra-lndivldual level is the family 
system and at the individual level is the individual's personality.
It is recognized that there is a dynamic relationship between the 
current family system and the individual members' personality 
development.
Many of the models reviewed still make the qualitative distinction, 
though not explicitly, between functional and malfunctional family types. 
Some of Wertheim's and Reiss' categories are associated with troubled 
families. Other models propose to assess family functioning on the 
same continuum ranging from healthy to severely pathological. The 
emphasis is on the quantitative difference between health and pathology 
and away from the dichotomy of normal and abnormal families. The 
Circumplex Model is the most explicit in stating that optimal family
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functioning is curvilinear with extremes on both ends signifying 
pathology. As to be expected, the authors of the models put different 
emphasis on the dimensions to be assessed. The similarities are striking, 
however. Many attempt to conceptualize the way families establish their 
roles and rules, the way power and leadership are distributed, and the 
way conflicts are or are not resolved. The above mentioned aspects may 
be labelled organizational in that they facilitate or hinder smooth 
family functioning. However, there is more to family life than organ­
izational behavior. How feelings and emotions are handled and how 
affectively involved members are with one another give an index of 
the quality of family life. Many models appropriately touch upon the 
emotional climate or emotional cohesiveness of the family.
There are many models of family functioning that offer ways to 
conceptualize and means to assess families. However, to the author's 
knowledge, there is not one well-standardized and widely-accepted 
questionnaire to assess the family. For practical and economic reasons, 
a questionnaire which will give some quantitative measures of the family 
without a lengthy interview with a clinician is badly needed. Such 
measures will inevitably aid understanding of the family both in clinical 
work and in research.
Criticisms levelled at the use of questionnaires in measuring 
individual personality certainly apply in measuring families. Yet to the 
author's knowledge, the issue of test-taking attitude in family assess­
ment has not been investigated. It remains to be seen if the tendency 
to answer in the socially desirable direction can be used to the family 
specialists' advantage in understanding families as it has proved to be 
useful in assessing individual personality.
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The main object of the present study is to devise a standardized 
questionnaire assessing family members' perceptions of their relation­
ships. It seems appropriate that relevant questions about family 
relations be gathered and then empirically tested for their usefulness.
The initial selection of questions, therefore, will have to be broad- 
based. How these dimensions are related to one another as perceived by 
family members will be determined by factor analysis.
As Straus (1964) pointed out, a measuring instrument gains its 
usefulness only through repetitious usage. Unfortunately, most family 
measures are used once and forgotten. Straus recommended Investigating 
the merits of existing questionnaires rather than developing new ones.
In this connection, it is felt that the family interaction scale that 
Georgia Dreger developed for her dissertation (Dreger, 1962) has a 
number of strong points and met the criteria above. Dreger received 
extensive cooperation from experts in the field of family in developing 
her questionnaire. Furthermore, her ideas of assessing the family along 
the wholesome-unwholesome continuum is preferred to the normal-abnormal 
categories which implies a dichotomy. Her questionnaire merits further 
investigation. Details of the questionnaire will be discussed in the 
Method section.
The present study proposed to standardize Dreger's questionnaire 
which henceforth will be called the Dreger Dyadic Family Interaction 
Scale (DDFIS). Intact families with both parents and an unmarried 
offspring were asked to respond to the DDFIS. In order to determine if 
different family interactions exist in different offspring's developmental 
stages, two offspring age-groups were included in the Bample. No effort
was made to select any particular birth order of the offspring or 
developmental stage In the family life cycle. Such variables are left 
for later studies. Selection of the younger age-group was determined by 
the reading level and the concepts of the questionnaire. Pilot testing 
indicated that most 12 years-old youngsters are able to respond to the 
questionnaire. The age range of 12-14 was thus selected. For the older 
offspring age-group, the age range of 18-21 was chosen because a sub­
stantial number of these offspring remain unmarried.
Effort was made to secure both black and white and clinical and 
non-clinical families. A "Non-Clinic" family is defined as a family 
none of whose triad participating in the research was under counseling 
or therapy. Likewise, a "Clinic" family is defined as a family where 
one of the triad was under treatment. In line with system theory, it 
was hypothesized that a maladaptation in one part of the system reflects 
malfunctioning of the whole system. In this initial study, the Clinic 
sample was heterogeneous. Differentiation among difficulties in the 
spouses' subsystem, parent-child subsystem, or individuals' adjustment 
were not made.
Since social desirability is considered by some to weigh heavily on 
self-reports, the study sought to determine the influence of social 
desirability tendency on the DDFIS. The relationship between socially 
desirable and wholesome family interactions was also examined.
Method
Instruments
1. Dreger Dyadic Family Interaction Scale (DDFIS) (see Appendix B)
2. Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (see Appendix B)
Characteristics of the DDFIS. G. Dreger first asked 15 professional 
persons in the fields of family life education, sociology, clinical and 
school psychology, psychiatric social work, and psychiatry to give their 
brief "first reaction" responses to the statements "I think of 'wholesome 
family relations' as meaning:" and "I think of 'unwholesome family 
relations' as meaning:." Of the 15 professionals asked, only one reacted 
negatively to the concepts "wholesome" and "unwholesome family relations". 
This person recognized the implicit value judgment in the statements and 
claimed that he extricated himself from making value judgement in his 
professional work. From the responses of the rest of the professionals, 
Dreger developed the following definitions.
"Wholesome family relations": Consistent but flexible
individual and group functioning, in a democratic atmosphere, 
characterized by: Mutual trust and approval; fairly well-
defined mutual expectations maintained with little harshness; 
warm affection; freedom for developing personal potentials 
without undue sacrifice of others' needs; and family solidarity 
within the context of outside influences.
"Unwholesome family relations": Rigidly structured or
inconsistent in individual and group functioning, in an auto­
cratic or an individualistic atmosphere, characterized by:
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Lack of mutual trust and approval, or by Indifference; 
rigidly-defined expectations maintained with severity, 
or by loosely-defined expectations carelessly maintained; 
hostile, symbiotic or impersonal affectional relations; 
individual growth achieved, if at all, by sacrifice of 
others’ needs, or by the individuals' "just going their 
own way"; and by low level of family solidarity within the 
context of outside influences (Dreger, 1962, p. 16).
From these definitions, Dreger purported to develop a questionnaire 
to measure "quality of family relation". She searched through the 
literature for interaction ideas characterizing the wholesome-unwholesome 
continuum. Well over 300 interaction ideas evaluated or suggested in 
previous writing were recorded. She arbitrarily limited the number of 
items in her questionnaire to 100. Fifty of the items are expressed as 
wholesome interactions and fifty as unwholesome Interactions. Dreger 
stated that the most frequently used sources for her final list of items 
are the Elias Family Opinion Survey (Elias, 1952), the short marital 
adjustment tests compiled by Locke and Wallace (1959), and the Parent 
Attitude Research Instrument (Schaefer & Bell, 1958). Dreger's 
original plan was to develop a questionnaire that is applicable to the 
3-generation family involving children, parents, and grandparents. 
However, she also recognized that none of the items are unique to the 
grandparent-child dyad. The present author considers the questionnaire 
applicable to any dyadic family relations.
Dreger grouped the 100 items under the following dimensions: 
I. Consistency-Inconsistency in Family Living
A. Consistency-inconsistency of interpersonal behavior
B. Balance-imbalance in role functioning in everyday 
activities
II. Democracy-Autonomy
A. Degree of sharing in family decision-making
B. Attitude toward individuals
C. Consensus-quarreling
D. Agreement-disagreement on family authority 
III. Level of Mutual Trust and Approval
A. Level of mutual trust and faith
B. Level of mutual approval
C. Level of mutual respect
D. Willingness-unwillingness to share confidences
E. Level of sharing voluntary activities at home
F. Approval-disapproval of friends and peer activities 
IV. Severity-Leniency
A. Severity-leniency of discipline and control
B. Strictness-permissiveness of pressure for compliance
C. Level of mutual expectations
V. Quality of Affectional Relations
A. Agreement-disagreement on matters concerning sex
B. Degree of mutual affection
C. Level of mutual security-insecurity
D. Emotional closeness-distance
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E. Exclusiveness-inclusiveness of emotional ties
F. Concern for one another's welfare
VI. Level of growth of family members
A. In balance of own-other needs
B. In getting along with one another
C. In dependence-independence 
VII. Level of Family Solidarity
A. Level of shared interests and activities outside the home
B. Level of religious unity
C. Level of identification as a family unit
D. Agreement-disagreement on life goals, norms, values
Appendix A presents the dimensions and the items in each 
dimension.
It may be readily noted that a number of these dimensions overlap 
with those reviewed earlier. Level of Family Solidarity resembles 
closely the concept of family cohesion which is one of the two dimensions 
in the Clrcumplex Model. Level of Growth of Individual Members overlaps 
the Adaptability dimension of the same model. Quality of affectional 
relations is mentioned in both the McMaster's and Fisher's models. 
Finally, the Severity-Leniency dimension is also touched on in the 
behavior control dimension in the McMaster Model. The definitions of 
wholesome and unwholesome family relations seem to agree with the stated 
values and criteria of functional family relations in both the McMaster 
and the Clrcumplex models.
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Modifications of the DDFIS in the present administration. Since 
the DDFIS statements are used to ask about dyadic relations, it seems 
the words "each other" are more grammatically appropriate than "one 
another". In the present administration, the statements were changed 
accordingly.
Dreger intended for the DDFIS to be answered either true or false.
In the present study, the DDFIS was pilot tested with a small group of 
students. There were some strong objections to the True-False format. 
Some subjects argued that many of the statements cannot be answered 
absolutely true or false; it is a matter of degree. In view of the 
contention that functional/malfunctional family relations are matters 
of gradation rather than dichotomy, the author agreed that the subjects 
should not be forced to dichotomize their relations in the true-false
fashion. Therefore, in the final form of the questionnaire, the subjects
were asked to rate how frequently the statements occur in their relations. 
The scale ranges from 1 meaning "never" to 7 meaning "always". Because 
of the change in format, some negative items were changed into positive 
ones to avoid double negative when coupled with "never" in the rating 
scale. For items that already indicate frequency, the frequency phase 
was deleted. The changed itemB together with their new versions are as 
follow.
20. We argue with each other a great deal.
We argue with each other.
49. We are unashamed of each other.
We are ashamed of each other.
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51. We do not scold or threaten each other a great deal.
We scold or threaten each other.
70. We can't discuss feelings about sex without embarrassment or 
misunderstanding.
We can discuss feelings about sex without embarrassment or 
misunderstanding.
79. We do not accuse each other of favoritism toward someone else 
in the family.
We accuse each other of favoritism toward someone else in the 
family.
87. We do not accept each other’s strengths and weaknesses.
We accept each other's strengths and weaknesses.
Characteristics of the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale.
As stated earlier, Crowne and Marlowe (1960) criticized Edward's Social 
Desirability Scale for leaning heavily on psychopathology. They proposed 
their own Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale which consists of 33 
items (See Appendix B). The list, they argued, consists of items which 
are culturally desirable but statistically rare. The assumption is that 
people who score high on this scale are highly motivated to present 
themselves in good light.
The Marlowe-Crowne was administered to the subjects after the 
administration of the DDFIS. Two parentheses were inserted in the 
Marlowe-Crowne for the benefits of the 12-14 year old subjects. One 
parenthesis was inserted in the first item which involves voting. The 
instruction directed the younger subjects to think of their school
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election. Another parenthesis was inserted in item 27 which involves 
checking the safety of the car before taking a long trip. The added 
instruction gave the subjects permission to skip the item if they did 
not drive.
Demographic data. Demographic data and socioeconomic status were 
assessed using McGuire and White's (1955) indices of educational level 
and occupation of the head of the household.
Subjects
The subjects in the study consisted of two main groups. The Rating 
Subjects were a group of students who were asked to rate the social 
desirability and the wholesomeness of the DDFIS items. The Standardiza­
tion Subjects were triads in families who were asked to answer the DDFIS 
according to their relations to one another.
The Rating Subjects. The rating forms of the DDFIS (Appendices D 
and E) were submitted to an undergraduate psychology class. Extra 
credits for the course were offered as an incentive. The Social 
Desirability rating form and the Wholesomeness form were stacked 
alternately and distributed to the students. They were asked to rate 
the 100 items of the DDFIS on a 9-point scale ranging from extremely 
unwholesome to extremely wholesome on the Wholesomeness form and extremely 
undesirable to extremely desirable on the Social Desirability form. The 
subjects were asked to consider how wholesome or desirable each statement 
is when it is used to describe the relation of two family members in 
general and not the subjects' families. The instructions and format of 
the rating schedules follow Edwards' (1970) format closely. (For details, 
see Appendices D and E).
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A total of nine men and 22 women rated the Social Desirability 
form. The men in the group ranged in age from 19 to 22; and the women 
ranged from 19 to 41. The mean ages of the two sexes are 20.44 and 
21.64, respectively. In all 31 Individuals rated the Wholesomeness 
form, 13 men and 18 women. The age range of the men in this group is 
between 19 and 24 and of the women is between 19 and 35. The mean ages 
are 21.46 and 21.83, respectively.
The Standardization Subjects. Intact nuclear families with off­
spring either in the ages between 12 to 14 or 18 to 21 were sought to 
respond to the DDFIS. It was originally planned that for non-clinical 
subjects, families with offspring in the 18-21 age-group would be 
recruited from LSU undergraduate students and families with offspring 
between the ages of 12-14 would be recruited from the public school 
system. For clinical subjects, families receiving treatment from 
various public agencies as well as students being treated at the LSU 
Counseling Center would be asked to participate in the research. Extra 
credits for psychology courses would be offered as an incentive to LSU 
students; but for the non-LSU students the investigator could only count 
on their willingness to help out a research project.
In the actual recruitment of the subjects, the investigator was 
able to find enough subjects among LSU undergraduate students; but the 
plan involving the public school system did not work. Permission was 
obtained from the school authorities to recruit parents of the students 
at Park Forest Middle School. The response from the parents, however, 
was all negative, from some even hostile. The project involving the 
school system was abandoned. Next, various church groups were contacted
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and families were asked to volunteer. Friends, acquaintances, and neighbors 
of the investigator also helped provide names and contact families they 
know who met the specifications. After these families had answered the 
questionnaires, they, in turn, were asked to recommend families they 
knew to participate in the research. Most every white family who did 
the questionnaire provided some more names and about 85 per cent of the 
white families who were recommended participated In the research. Black 
families were usually reluctant to recommend their friends; and many of 
those who were recommended declined to participate. As a result, there 
were many fewer black families in the sample than white families.
The clinical subjects were even harder to recruit. Various agencies 
in town, some state hospitals, as well as many private practitioners, 
were contacted but only a few names were provided. Some agencies 
learned, to their own surprise, that there were only a handful of families 
in their treatment who were intact. One agency found that there was not 
a single intact family in their program who had a child between 12-14 
years old. This agency found that troubled families have separated or 
divorced by the time the offspring reaches 12 years of age.
Numbers and Identifying characteristics of Standardization Subjects 
are shown in Table 2.
Procedure
For the majority of the families, the investigator made an appoint­
ment with the family when the triad who were to respond to the question­
naire would be home together. She then went to their home and asked 
them to fill out the questionnaire while she waited. Some LSU students 
brought their parents to campus and the questionnaire was administered
Table 2
Soee Denographic and Socioeconomic Data on the Standardization Subjecta
Residence of 
the Family Ha Clinical Statusi N Race N
Employment of 
the Dead of 
the Household H
Education of the 
Head of the 
Household N
Occupation of the Head 
of the Household H
Rural 6 Clinic 18 White 100 Employed 116 Completed graduate 
work 49
Professional, large business 
proprietor, tap executive 45
City or town of 
under 1000 1 Non-clinic 104 Black 16 Unemployed 2 Four-years college 31 High school teacher,
accountant, store manager, 
writer 39
1,000-10,000 7 Mixed 1 Retired 4 Two or more years 
of college 7
Grade school teacher, bank 
clerk, small contractor, 
auto salesman IS
10,000-50,000 12 Others 5 Graduated from high 
school 25
Snail business proprietor, 
stenographer, carpenter 11
50,000-100,000 4 Completed grade 
nine 6
Skilled worker, store clerk 4
above 100,000 91 Completed grade 
eight
Left before
completing grade 
eight
1
2
Semi-skilled worker, 
waitress, driver
Unskilled worker, domestic 
help
2
1
*The numbers refer to number of fanillea.
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in a group situation. Since extra credits were offered as an incentive, 
a number of students whose parents live outside Baton Rouge and who 
could not come in to fill out the questionnaire asked to earn the credits 
by taking the questionnaire home. Due to the general difficulty in 
recruiting subjects, they were permitted to do so.
The three members of the family were asked to answer the DDFIS, the 
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale, as well as to provide some 
demographic information. The subjects were requested to rate the 100 
items of the DDFIS on a 7-point scale. (For details of the questionnaire 
and the answer sheets, see Appendices B and C). A rating of 1 meant 
that the statement never applied to the relation between themselves and 
the person they were rating. A rating of 7 meant that the statement 
always applied to them. Subjects first rated the items according to 
their relations with one member of the triad. When they finished with 
this member, they were asked to go back and rate the items again according 
to their relations with the other member of the triad. Thus, all subjects 
did the DDFIS twice. When they were finished with the two parts of the 
DDFIS, they were asked to answer the Marlowe-Crowne Scale which consists 
of 33 true-false items. Most subjects took about an hour to do the 
task.
Printed instructions on the questionnaire requested subjects to 
work on the items independently and not to discuss them among themselves 
until everybody had finished answering the whole questionnaire. When 
the investigator was present, the Instructions were verbally repeated 
before the subjects started. For families who were not referred by any 
mental health agency, the investigator asked at the end of the session
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if anyone in the triad was undergoing counseling or therapy. A few 
families turned out to be under treatment and were accordingly classified 
as clinical subjects.
Four hundred and twenty-one Individuals took part in responding to 
the DDFIS. Only those protocols from families where all members of the 
triad filled out both sections of the DDFIS were considered complete.
One hundred and twenty-two families met this criterion. They were made 
up of 366 individuals who thuB provided 732 protocols. (Each individual 
had two protocols). These 732 protocols were used in the analysis. 
Demographic data of these families are given in Table 2. Most of the 
families are white and live in Baton Rouge (Greater Baton Rouge popula­
tion: over 250,000). All but two of the heads of the household were
employed. Judging from the level of education and the occupation of the 
head of the household, the majority of these families belong to the 
middle-middle or upper-middle class. Fifty-nine families had offspring 
in the 12-14 age-group with the mean age of 13.00. The remaining 63 
families had offspring in the 18-21 age-group with the mean age of 
19.06. For the younger age-group, the mother's age ranges from 31 to 61 
with a mean of 39.74. The father’s age is between 31 and 59 with a mean 
of 42.45. For the older group, mothers were between 36 and 60 with a 
mean of 46.92. Fathers were between 39 and 65 and with a mean of 49.90.
Results
In the detailing of the results of this standardization study, It 
Is necessary to make comparisons among the several subgroups of subjects. 
These comparisons are not intended to be taken as they would be in a 
hypothesis testing study but only to show similarities and contrasts 
within the standardization sample.
Basic Statistical Norms on the DDFIS
All but one DDFIS item were scored according to the direction 
indicated by Gorgia Dreger. For number 17 which states "We are content 
to let each other do 'just as he or she pleases'", the experts whom she 
asked to evaluate the items agreed that it indicates unwholesome family 
relations. It appears there has been some change of value since the 
1960's when Dreger's dissertation was written. The present sample 
viewed the item as slightly positive. The Rating Subjects gave it a 
slightly positive score on both social desirability and wholesomeness 
dimensions. The ratings are 4.97 and 5.03 respectively (see Tables 23 
and 24). When scored negatively, the item correlates negatively with 
the overall mean. In factor analysis, the item has a positive loading 
on a positive factor (Factor 4) (Bee Appendix F). Thus, the author 
decided to reverse the direction of the scoring for this particular item 
from negative to positive.
Scores from the DDFIS items that have a negative meaning were 
reversed so that higher scores uniformly indicate more positive rating. 
The mean and standard deviation of each item were calculated from the 
732 protocols. The same data were also organized by family and means
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and standard deviations were calculated. Most of the means are in 
the high 4.00's and 5.00's (see Table 3). Six items scored in the 
6.00Ts. Since the score of 3.5 indicates neutrality on the 7-point 
scale, the means in Table 3 indicate that the Standardization sample 
tend to rate their relationship on the positive side. The lowest mean 
was obtained on item 17 (x = 3.95). "We are content to let each other 
do 'just as he or she pleases'". Item 28 ("We are unafraid before each 
other to show love for someone else in the family.") yielded the highest 
standard deviation (2.29). The seldom-used negative word "unafraid" may 
have confused some subjects. Item 25 ("We have similar ideas about sex 
attitudes and activities.") was answered in the fewest protocols (n =
711). Many parents in the 12-14 offspring age-group mentioned to the 
Investigator that the item bothered them.
The protocols were further analyzed by grouping them in dyads based 
on the respondent's position in the family (father, mother, son, daughter) 
and the target, the person whose relations with the respondent were being 
rated. There are 10 dyads in all. The means and standard deviations, 
as well as deciles, calculated for each dyad, family, and overall are 
presented in Table 4. The mean of all the families is identical with 
the overall mean, that is 5.44, since both were calculated from identical 
data. Among the dyads, the W — > H (wife rating about her relations 
with her husband) score is the highest or the most positive (x » 5.70).
It seems that mothers (or wives) in the families tend to rate their 
relations more positively than do the rest of the family. Mothers' mean 
ratings of their relations with their daughters (M — > D) is 5.66, the
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Table 3
Means and Standard Deviations of Each DDFIS Item by 
Protocol and Family Scores
Protocol Score Family Score3
Nb Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
721 5.56 1.33 5.55 .81
716 5.05 1.63 5.05 .91
723 5.68 1.37 5.68 .85
725 4.70 1.62 4.69 .99
719 4.62 1.64 4.63 .98
723 4.86 1.60 4.86 .88
726 5.55 1.52 5.55 .87
719 4.91 1.70 4.92 .83
717 5.13 1.50 5.13 .87
730 5.95 1.46 5.95 .75
725 5.35 1.54 5.34 .91
722 5.61 1.39 5.62 .65
728 5.96 1.39 5.96 .81
727 5.60 1.52 5.60 .86
726 5.63 1.41 5.63 .79
723 5.32 1.65 5.32 .87
723 3.95 1.62 3.95 .90
723 4.89 1.52 4.90 .84
721 4.93 1.77 4.92 1.03
725 4.26 1.49 4.26 .88
727 5.45 1.48 5.45 .79
729 5.68 1.32 5.68 .75
724 5.83 1.36 5.82 .82
729 4.69 1.60 4.69 .96
711 4.69 1.71 4.70 .93
731 6.05 1.21 6.05 .79
724 5.32 1.59 5.32 1.02
725 4.52 2.29 4.52 1.24
725 5.50 1.43 5.50 .88
726 5.44 1.45 5.44 .86
728 5.56 1.56 5.57 .92
722 5.47 1.45 5.48 .83
727 5.64 1.38 5.64 .83
731 5.09 1.48 5.08 .79
727 5.72 1.50 5.72 .93
726 5.51 1.42 5.51 .81
727 5.83 1.35 5.82 .81
726 5.44 1.39 5.45 .82
729 5.98 1.24 5.98 .68
727 5.06 1.54 5.06 .92
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Table 3 (continued)
Protocol Score Family Score
N Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
729 4.98 1.52 4.98 .84
722 4.92 1.66 4.91 1.04
725 5.79 1.23 5.78 .72
725 5.06 1.66 5.05 .92
726 5.08 1.60 5.09 .91
724 4.90 1.64 4.90 .95
726 4.97 1.50 4.97 .77
727 5.95 1.27 5.96 .71
730 6.19 1.29 6.19 .73
727 5.33 1.40 5.33 .89
728 5.22 1.52 5.23 .87
730 5.48 1.47 5.49 .88
718 5.68 1.55 5.68 .87
729 5.35 1.51 5.35 1.01
725 5.72 1.54 5.72 .89
727 5.26 1.47 5.26 .85
729 5.52 1.27 5.52 .73
725 5.58 1.44 5.58 .79
721 5.55 1.36 5.55 .86
729 5.23 1.91 5.23 .96
728 5.89 1.32 5.89 .69
724 5.22 1.73 5.22 1.03
729 5.88 1.41 5.88 .86
731 5.94 1.28 5.94 .75
725 4.99 1.43 4.99 .77
726 5.94 1.23 5.93 .70
732 6.15 1.13 6.15 .62
731 5.96 1.33 5.96 .74
723 5.70 1.34 5.69 .76
729 4.88 1.92 4.88 1.03
727 5.50 1.38 5.50 .79
727 5.99 1.31 5.98 .73
730 5.63 1.49 5.62 .86
723 5.06 1.54 5.07 .89
729 5.52 1.45 5.52 .93
722 5.51 1.82 5.52 .98
726 5.30 1.51 5.30 .92
728 6.05 1.72 6.05 1.24
726 5.68 1.58 5.68 .86
720 5.24 1.54 5.24 .97
728 5.52 1.59 5.52 .97
727 5.81 1.27 5.82 .72
723 5.90 1.46 5.90 .81
727 5.75 1.22 5.75 .72
Table 3 (continued)
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DDFIS
Item
Protocol Score Family Score
N Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
85 723 5.40 1.46 5.39 .88
86 731 5.60 1.48 5.60 .86
87 729 5.63 1.33 5.63 .84
88 727 6.04 1.15 6.04 .59
89 725 5.04 1.72 5.04 .98
90 729 5.67 1.35 5.67 .81
91 728 4.63 1.84 4.63 .97
92 726 5.74 1.31 5.75 .80
93 732 5.81 1.37 5.81 .77
94 727 6.03 1.26 6.03 .69
95 726 5.32 1.37 5.32 .78
96 723 5.63 1.32 5.63 .73
97 729 5.43 1.54 5.42 .90
98 728 5.58 1.42 5.58 .82
99 726 5.40 1.46 5.39 .91
100 730 5.96 1.34 5.96 .88
aTotal number of families answering the questionnaire is 122.
L
N = number of protocols where that particular item was answered. Total 
number of protocols is 732.
Table 4
Deciles o£ DDFIS Means by Dyads, Family, and Overall
Decile H—>W F— >S F—>D W—>H M—>S M—>D S—>F S—>M D—>F D—>M Family Overall
10 4.42 4.04 4.45 4.92 4.66 4.74 3.89 4.08 3.91 4.30 4.76 4.27
20 4.90 4.59 4.88 5.23 4.93 5.30 4.09 4.28 4.44 5.10 4.99 4.79
30 5.30 4.97 5.12 5.44 5.12 5.44 4.38 4.31 4.93 5.28 5.16 5.18
40 5.48 5.34 5.37 5.59 5.32 5.60 4.54 4.51 5.18 5.46 5.33 5.39
50 5.67 5.40 5.65 5.75 5.46 5.76 4.86 4.84 5.54 5.65 5.50 5.58
60 5.81 5.52 5.74 5.93 5.64 5.84 5.24 5.06 5.72 5.88 5.64 5.74
70 5.92 5.68 5.94 6.09 5.75 6.05 5.60 5.45 5.95 6.02 5.79 5.91
80 6.12 5.83 6.04 6.19 5.82 6.22 5.64 5.67 6.10 6.09 5.90 6.09
90 6.26 6.03 6.28 6.35 5.95 6.42 5.99 5.93 6.35 6.37 6.08 6.29
Mean 5.50 5.25 5.48 5.70 5.38 5.66 4.95 4.93 5.33 5.54 5.44 5.44
S.D. .70 .75 .68 .57 .58 .71
00• .82
GO00• .73 .53 .75
N 122 48 74 122 48 74 48 48 74 74 122 732
NOTE; Abbreviations stand for the following:
H = Husband, W = Wife, F = Father, M = Mother, S = Son, D = Daughter. 
H—>W Indicates husband's rating about his relations with his wife.
second highest among the dyads. Even mothers' ratings about their sons, 
who generally rated their relations with others low and who also generally 
received low ratings, average 5.38 which is only slightly below the 
overall mean (5.44). Fathers and daughters tend to be in the middle in 
their ratings, among the dyads. Fathers rated their relations with their 
wives highest. They also rated their relations with their daughters 
more positively than they did their relations with their sons. The sons 
rated their relations the lowest. Their mean ratings about their relations 
with their fathers and mothers are both below the overall mean. They 
also received the lowest score among their parents' ratings as pointed 
out above.
The whole sample expressed positive relations with their family 
members. Their overall mean rating of 5.44 is considerably above the 
point of neutrality which is 3.5. Even the means at the 10th percentile 
are all above this point of neutrality. In particular, the spouses 
express considerably positive relations. The women tend to view their 
relations toward their husbands more positively than their husbands 
toward them. Also of interest is that daughters signify by their 
responses a more positive relation with both parents than sons do.
The above results suggest that the dyads' independent ratings of 
their relations tend to agree quite well with each other. However, on 
closer examination, their ratings yield only moderate correlations 
(Table 5). The highest correlation coefficient of .55 was obtained from 
the Father-Mother dyad and the Mother-Son dyad. The Mother-Daughter 
coefficient (.53) follows closely behind. The lowest coefficients are 
those of the Father-Son (.46) and Father-Daughter (.40). One might
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Table 5
Correlation Coefficients between the DDF1S Mean Scores of the 
Dyads within the Same Family
Dyad Correlation Coefficient
Mother and Father .55
Father and Son .46
Father and Daughter .40
Mother and Son .55
Mother and Daughter .53
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expect husbands and wives to be quite close and closer to each other 
than they are with their offspring. Thus, their ratings of their 
relations with each other were expected to agree highly, at least more 
highly than their agreement with their offspring. This expectation was 
not borne out.
Factor Analysis on the DDFIS
The 732 protocols were subjected to a principal component factor 
analysis using SAS 79.5 program with a Varlmax prerotation followed by 
Promax rotation. Utilizing the Scree test (Cattell, 1966), the 
investigator judged a 10-factor solution to be appropriate. When a 
loading of .35 was used as the cut-off point for significant contribution 
to the factor, many items were found to relate to more than one factor. 
The extreme is the first factor which is identified by 69 items. To 
avoid interdependency among the factors, for scoring, each item is 
assigned to only one factor. Items that load above .35 in only one 
factor are assigned to that factor. The rest of the items, with some 
exceptions, are assigned to the factor on which they have the highest 
factor structure loadings. The ten factors were named on the basis of 
their identifying item content as follows:
Factor 1. General Wholesomeness
Factor 2. Insecure, Selfish, Vengeful Relations
Factor 3. Empathetic Encouragement of Independence
Factor 4. Freedom Granting vs. Threat Behavior
Factor 5. General Unwholesomeness
Factor 6. Good Companionship
Factor 7. Good Communication
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Factor 8. Disapproving, Untrusting Discord 
Factor 9. Non-alienating Religious Disagreement 
Factor 10. Excessive Dependency 
Appendix F presents the factors, items that are scored on them 
and their loadings as well as items that identify them. (Identifying 
items are items that load significantly on the factors but are not 
assigned to them for reasons above.)
Since 69% of the items load significantly on Factor 1 and examina­
tion, of the content reveals a general positive dimension, Factor 1 is 
considered a general wholesomeness factor. By the same token, Factor 
5 is considered a general unwholesomeness factor. These two factors 
seem comparable to Spearman's (1927) g-factor in the intellectual realm. 
Items that load highest on either of these factors but also load 
significantly high on other factors were generally assigned to the 
factor on which they load the second highest if the difference between 
the loadings did not exceed .16. A few items were assigned to the 
factor on which they load the third highest when the factor contained 
very few items or when the content of that particular item fits very 
well with the rest of the items in that factor.
Item 28, "We are unafraid before each other to show love for 
someone else in the family," loads significantly (.38) on Factor 10.
But the content does not seem to relate in any meaningful way to that 
factor whose other items indicate excessive dependency. Moreover, this 
item received the highest standard deviations in the subjects' rating 
of their relationship (see Table 3). This itetn also correlates 
insignificantly with the overall mean (see Table 21). It was thus
48
decided that this item should be deleted from further analysis of the 
data and from Factor 10.
There are two items whose loadings do not reach .35 on any factor. 
They are items 60 and 62. But since they meet satisfactory criteria on 
other statistics, they were assigned to Factor 5 which is the factor on 
which they load the highest.
The reduced matrix of factor structure coefficients (one loading 
only for each item) was premultiplied by the matrix of subjects' actual 
ratings for the 99 items (excluding number 28) in order to obtain a 
matrix of factor scores for individual protocols. The overall means and 
standard deviations of these factor scores are presented in Table 6.
The scores are also grouped by the dyads and are presented in the same 
table. Only protocols that consist of all the items that were scored on 
that particular factor were Included in the calculation of the mean 
factor score. Therefore, the overall n's and n's of the dyads for 
different factors on Table 6 vary accordingly. For ease of comparison 
among the factors, the factor scores are also presented in Table 7 in T- 
score form with a mean of 100 and standard deviation of 10.
Analysis of Variance on the DDFIS Factor Scores
To determine if various identifying characteristics of the subjects 
influenced their ratings of the DDFIS, an analysis of variance was 
performed on their factor scores. The variables that were included in 
the analysis were the offspring's age group, the race of the family, 
their clinical or non-cllnical status, the sex of the offspring, the 
respondent and the target. Most of the families were either black or
Table 6
Overall DDFIS Factor Scores and Factor Scores by Dyads
Dyad
Factor 1+ Factor 2 Factor
+
3 Factor 4+ Factor 5
N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D.
F— >M 110 60.06 12.53 108 11.63 4.38 118 16.54 2.45 119 6.37 1.47 117 12.63 5.75
F—>S 43 56.25 12.56 46 12.23 3.99 47 17.12 2.48 48 5.90 1.33 45 13.13 6.02
F— >D 71 61.14 11.22 68 10.81 3.84 69 17.39 2.45 72 5.88 1.48 71 12.29 5.60
M—>F 102 64.14 9.86 114 11.08 3.88 115 17.48 2.45 120 6.26 1.24 110 11.26 4.44
M—>S 40 58.64 10.34 46 12.32 4.25 46 17.30 2.58 47 5.84 1.23 44 12.97 4.90
M—>D 62 63.22 12.43 67 11.20 4.45 69 18.23 2.12 71 5.65 1.45 69 10.82 6.00
S—>F 39 53.01 14.94 44 13.74 4.65 45 15.47 2.93 47 5.90 1.33 44 14.09 6.07
S— >M 41 53.75 14.36 41 14.32 4.90 45 15.70 3.19 47 6.32 1.50 46 17.04 7.55
D—>F 59 60.26 15.32 69 12.27 4.77 70 16.37 3.26 72 5.95 1.57 70 11.88 7.04
D—>M 60 62.50 11.42 68 11.63 3.76 67 17.10 3.05 73 5.99 1.47 67 11.76 6.41
Overall 627 60.21 12.70 671 11.87 4.33 691 16.95 2.75 716 6.05 1.42 683 12.47 6.06
Table 6 (continued)
Dyad
Factor 6+ Factor 7+ Factor 8 Factor 9 Factor 10
N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D.
F— >M 117 14.65 2.96 116 35.95 5.27 112 11.85 7.33 121 -2.06 2.20 120 6.32 2.25
F— >S 47 13.42 2.90 43 29.83 5.40 45 15.60 8.64 47 -1.78 2.15 47 5.10 1.68
F— >D 73 13.63 3.04 67 31.09 6.05 66 12.64 7.12 71 -2.38 2.15 73 5.09 2.16
M—>F 114 15.72 2.76 115 37.28 4.40 111 10.61 5.93 116 -2.51 2.17 120 6.49 2.17
M—>S 47 13.32 2.93 43 32.64 4.71 42 14.82 7.49 46 -2.25 2.09 44 5.14 1.74
M->D 70 14.66 3.18 64 34.60 4.95 68 11.32 7.43 73 -2.56 2.10 71 5.52 2.30
S—>F 45 12.36 4.28 42 27.32 6.91 43 16.15 8.74 46 -0.95 2.99 46 5.36 1.80
S— >M 44 11.95 3.84 44 27.63 6.84 42 16.37 8.84 46 -1.01 2.86 45 5.77 1.94
D—>F 73 13.90 3.32 66 29.60 7.03 64 12.85 8.88 71 -1.81 2.46 69 5.35 2.11
D—>M 73 14.80 3.16 64 32.89 6.29 66 11.92 7.53 71 -2.54 2.12 72 5.70 2.08
Overall 703 14.17 3.33 664 32.92 6.56 659 12.78 7.78 708 -2.09 2.34 707 5.73 2.14
^Indicates positive factors, that is, higher factor score indicates more positive relations. The rest 
of the factors are negative factors.
Table 7
Standardized Factor Scores by Dyads
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5
Dyad N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D.
F— >M 110 99.88 9.86 108 99.45 10.10 118 98.52 8.91 119 102.25 10.33 117 100.26 9.49
F— >S 43 96.88 9.89 46 100.83 9.21 47 100.60 9.02 48 98.91 9.38 45 101.08 9.94
F— >D 71 100.73 8.83 68 97.55 8.87 69 101.59 8.90 72 98.82 10.40 71 99.69 9.24
M—>F 102 103.10 7.75 114 98.19 8.96 115 101.90 8.89 120 101.50 8.74 120 101.50 8.74
M—>S 40 98.76 8.14 46 101.05 9.82 46 101.26 9.35 47 98.51 8.64 44 100.81 8.09
M—>D 62 102.37 9.79 67 98.46 10.26 69 104.63 7.68 71 97.21 10.16 69 97.26 9.90
S— >F 39 94.34 11.76 44 104.32 10.74 45 94.63 10.65 47 98.96 9.36 44 102.67 10.02
S— >M 41 94.92 11.30 41 105.66 11.30 45 95.44 11.58 47 101.89 10.51 46 107.53 12.45
D—>F 59 100.04 12.06 69 100.94 11.01 70 97.88 11.83 72 99.30 11.03 70 99.02 11.61
D—>M 60 101.81 8.99 68 99.44 8.68 67 100.52 11.07 73 99.55 10.29 67 98.82 10.57
Table 7 (continued)
Factor 6 Factor 7 Factor 8 Factor 9 Factor 10
Dyad N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D.
F- M 117 101.44 8.89 116 104.61 8.03 112 98.80 9.41 121 100.14 9.41 120 102.74 10.49
F—  S 47 97.75 8.71 43 95.28 8.23 45 103.62 11.11 47 101.35 9.19 47 97.03 9.82
F- D 73 98.38 9.13 67 97.20 9.21 66 99.82 9.15 71 98.76 9.20 73 96.99 10.09
M~ F 114 104.67 8.28 115 106.63 6.70 111 97.20 7.62 116 98.23 9.28 120 103.54 10.10
M- S 47 97.43 8.81 43 99.56 7.18 42 102.62 9.62 46 99.34 8.95 44 97.26 8.10
M- D 70 101.48 9.55 64 102.55 7.54 68 98.12 9.55 73 98.01 8.99 71 99.03 10.75
S- F 45 94.55 12.87 42 91.45 10.54 43 104.33 11.24 46 104.88 12.80 46 98.25 8.42
S- M 44 93.32 11.55 44 91.94 10.43 42 104.60 11.36 46 104.61 12.23 45 100.17 9.03
D—  F 73 99.17 10.00 66 94.94 10.72 64 100.08 11.41 71 101.22 10.51 69 98.23 9.84
D- M 73 101.91 9.49 64 99.94 9.59 66 98.89 9.67 71 98.09 9.09 72 99.86 9.72
NOTE: These standardized scores are based on a mean of 100 and standard deviation of 10.
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white but there are four families who were neither. Of these, three 
were first-generation Indian immigrants and one family waB mixed 
Japanese and white American. Since they constitute such a minority in 
the race composition, they were not included in the analysis of variance. 
In addition, there were two Russian families who had been in this 
country for less than three years. Their data were also excluded from 
the analysis on the basis of their cultural background. Therefore, the 
analysis of variance was performed on the data of 116 families or 696 
protocols. However, the actual number of protocols in the analysis of 
variance for each factor varies since protocols that have a missing 
item that loads on the factor have to be excluded from the analysis of 
that particular factor (see Appendix G). Within these 116 families, 
the race and clinical status variables were combined. There w s b  no 
black family in the clinic category; therefore, the Race-Clinlc variable 
consists only of three groups, white, non-clinic, black, non-clinic, 
and white, clinic. Since the meaning of higher-order Interactions was 
not clear, it was decided that interactions higher than three-way would 
be omitted to reduce further unreliability in the analysis of variance. 
For one thing, in the higher order interactions, the numbers of subjects 
within some categories become exceedingly small, making the results 
less reliable.
Separate source tables for the analysis of variance for each 
factor are presented in Appendix G. Table 8 gives the summary of the 
probability that each null-hypothesls is true in respect to each of the 
10 factors. The unadjusted means or raw means of the main effects and 
selected variables are presented in Appendix H. The corresponding 
least squares means of the same variables are provided in Table 9.
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Least squares means are unbiased means. The ones in Table 9 are 
adjusted for all the main effects and all the two-way interactions.
Due to the small number of black families in the sample, there are 
some missing items on Factor 1 from some categories of this group.
As a result of the missing cells in the analysis of variance, some 
least squares means of this factor are not estimable.
In presenting the results of the analysis of variance, only 
significant differences will be discussed. For the age-of-offspring 
variable, Table 9 shows that generally there is not much difference 
between families with younger and older offspring. The only significant 
difference between the two groups occurred in Factor 4, Freedom Granting 
versus Threat Behavior. Families with older age-group offspring rated 
their relations more positively on this factor, suggesting that the 
whole family feels freer with one another and engages in fewer threat 
behaviors as the offspring get older. The freedom-approving behavior 
is not equally distributed among the dyads, however. The spouses 
indicated a more laissez-faire attitude between themselves than between 
them and their offspring (Table 9). The two outstandingly low scores 
are the M  — > 0 (Mother-to-Offspring) and 0 — > F (Offspring-to-Father) 
ratings (x's ■ 96.98 and 96.99 respectively). Mothers seem to see 
themselves as disciplinarians with respect to their offspring. The 
offspring, however, did not see their mothers as restrictive as they 
saw their fathers. Their scores relating to their fathers are lower 
than their scores relating to their mothers. Surprisingly, when the 
dyad BcoreB are broken down by age-group, they are not significantly 
different from each other. It was expected that the spouse dyad would 
remain the same regardless of the offspring's age-group but also that
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the parent-offspring dyad scores would reflect more freedom granting as 
the offspring gets older. The analysis of variance does not confirm 
this expectation.
If younger children do not feel more restriction and more threat 
behavior from their parents than their older counterparts, they do 
exhibit a better companionship (Factor 6) with their parents than the 
older offspring do (Tables 10 and 11). It is not surprising that as 
children get older, they plan less leisure time with their parents and 
more with their peer group. And they probably enjoy their parents’ 
company less. What is surprising is how much the mothers enjoy their 
children's company when they are younger. In fact, the M — > 0 mean 
(104.19) of the 12-14 age-group is the highest score among the dyads. 
The same group of mothers rated their companionship with their husbands 
slightly lower (x ■ 103.36). Unfortunately, the youngsters do not 
perceive their time with their mothers as equally enjoyable. Their 
mean rating toward their mothers is 99.85. It is, nevertheless, the 
highest mean score among the offspring's ratings. When the children 
get older, the mothers' perception of their companionship changes 
drastically. The mean rating of mothers with offspring 18-21 years of 
age drops to 94.71.
The age of the offspring does not have an effect on the fathers' 
ratings of their companionship with their children as it does on the 
mothers' ratings. The F — > 0 means remain constant in both age-groups. 
The 0 — > F ratings indicate that younger children enjoy their time 
with their fathers more than older offspring do. Both age-groups, 
however, rated their companionship with their mothers noticeably higher 
than that with their fathers.
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Table 10
Dyads' Means Separated by Age-Groups on Factor 6 and Factor 9
Dyad Age-Group
Least Squares Mean
it it
Factor 6 Factor 9
12-14 98.62 102.93
Father->Mother
18-21 102.48 102.00
12-14 97.49 98.36
Father->Offspring
18-21 97.15 102.11
Mother—>Father
12-14 103.36 99.79
18-21 102.32 97.98
Mother->0ffspring
12-14 104.19 97.04
18-21 94.71 104.31
12-14 97.69 104.42Off spring—>Father
18-21 93.34 106.25
Offspring—>Mother
12-14 99.85 100.97
18-21 94.17 105.26
*P<.01
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Table 11
Mean Scores on Factor 6 and Factor 10 of Each Respondent 
Separated by Age-Groiips
Respondent Age-Group
**
Factor 6
Mean
*
Factor 10
12-14 98.05 99.15
Father
18-21 99.82 102.74
12-14 103.78 102.77
Mother
18-21 98.51 100.63
12-14 98.77 101.82
Offspring
18-21 93.76 99.98
*
P< .01 
P<,001
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While the fathers* expressed enjoyment of their companionship with 
their offspring does not differ with the age of the offspring, their 
companionship with their wives does vary noticeably with the age of the 
offspring. In the 12-14 offspring age-group, the mean H — > W rating 
is 98.62. When the offspring get to 18-21 years of age, the same 
rating increases to 102.48. The wives in the two groups, however, 
rated their companionship with their husbands about the same. Overall, 
mothers express enjoyment of the companionship of their family members 
more when the children are younger. The trend with the fathers is 
exactly the opposite (Table 11).
As the offspring grow older, they also have more religious discord 
with their parents (Factor 9 in Table 10). All the Parents-Offspring 
mean ratings show that there is consistently more disagreement over 
religion between parents and offspring in the 18-21 age-group than in 
the 12-14 group. The biggest difference occurs in the M — > 0 means.
In the younger age-group the mothers1 mean is 97.04, whereas in the 
older group, the mean jumps to 104.31. The offspring's perception of 
the discord is more negative than the parents*. The offspring's ratings 
are consistently higher (more negative) than that of the parent in the 
same dyad. The biggest discrepancy is in the Father-Offspring dyad in 
the 12-14 year group. The fathers in this group rated their religious 
discord with their offspring with a mean of 98.36. The rating from 
the same group of offspring about their disagreement with their fathers 
has a mean of 104.42. Interestingly, in the 12-14 group, the spouses 
see more disagreement between themselveB than between them and their
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offspring. The F — > M is 102.93 as opposed to the F — > 0 rating of 
98.36. The M — > F score is 99.79 as opposed to the M — > 0 of 97.04.
As the family unit goes through changes over time, the pattern of 
dependency also changes. Table 9 (Factor 10) shows, aB is expected, 
that the spouses indicate high degree of dependency on each other. The 
mean 0 — > M score follows closely. When the means are broken down by 
age-groups (Table 11), offspring in the younger age-group score only 
slightly higher than offspring in the older age-group, indicating that 
the younger children do not see themselves as much more dependent on 
their parents than the grown children do. As pointed out above, fathers 
with 18-21 year-old offspring express enjoyment of the companionship of 
their family members more than fathers with offspring in the 12-14 
group. They also feel more dependent on their family than fathers of 
younger children. On the contrary, mothers in families with a younger 
child enjoy better companionship of and feel more dependent on their 
family than mothers in families with an older offspring.
The sex of the offspring in the triad has some impact on the 
family relations. Two out of the 10 factors reach significant difference 
in this variable. Families with a female offspring in the triad enjoy 
a higher degree of general wholesomeness (Factor 1) in their relations 
(Appendix H). They also report less feeling of insecure, selfish, and 
vengeful relations (Factor 2) (Table 9). Even though only two factors 
are significantly different, families with a female offspring score 
more positively on 8 out of 10 factors. The only factor in which 
families with a male offspring score slightly higher is Factor 4,
Freedom Granting versus Threat Behavior.
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While the sex of the offspring does not make a significant difference 
on some factors, it modifies the outcome of others. On Factor 5, general 
unwholesomeness, sons reported a much higher degree of unwholesomeness 
toward their parents than daughters did (Table 12). Mothers in families 
with a son also rated higher unwholesomeness toward the other two in 
the triad than mothers in families with a daughter. Fathers in families 
with a daughter, however, rated their relations slightly more unwholesome 
than fathers in families with a son. The sex of the offspring also 
contributes to good communication among the triad (Table 12, Factor 7). 
Daughters reported much better communication with their parents than 
sons do. Further breaking down of the scores by dyads shows that 
fathers reported better communication with their sons than with their 
daughters and mothers better with their daughters than with their sons 
(Table 13). By the same token, sons have better communication with 
their fathers than with their mothers and daughters better with their 
mothers than fathers. But even then, the D — > F score is higher than 
the S — > F score. The spouses reported the best communication among 
the dyads.
Generally speaking, the respondents in the same family do not seem 
to share the same view about their relations. Mothers are generally 
the most positive among the triads, followed by fathers. The offspring 
are usually the most negative. This pattern is true in five out of 10 
factors (Table 9). Much of the time the respondents' ratings are 
affected by the target, that is the person whose relation they are 
rating. The dyads* scores differ significantly from one another in five 
factors (Table 9). Generally, the most positive scores are the M — > F 
and the most negative ones are the 0 — > F.
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Table 12
Means of the Respondents on Factor 5 and Factor 7 Grouped by the 
Sex of the Offspring in the Triad
Respondent
Least Squares Mean
Factor 5 Factor
*
7
Family with 
Male 
Offspring
Family with 
Female 
Offspring
Family with 
Male 
Offspring
Family with 
Female 
Offspring
Father 99.61 101.09 99,99 99.72
Mother 102.33 98.92 103.37 104.12
Offspring 109.43 101.41 90.89 95.91
*
P<.05
P<.001
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Table 13
Dyads1 Means on Factor 7 Separated by the Sex 
of the Offspring
Least
*
Squares Mean
Dyad
Family with 
Male Offspring
Family with 
Female Offspring
Father— >Mother 103.07 105.16
Father->Offspring 96.92 94.28
Motheiw-> Father 106.48 106.21
Mother—>Offspring 100.25 102.04
Offspring->Father 91.09 92.11
Offspring->Mother 90.69 99.70
*P<.01
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One variable that has a major impact on how the family members 
rate others on the questionnaire is their race and their clinical 
status. As mentioned above, races other than black and white were 
excluded from the analysis of variance. The black and white families 
and their clinical status were combined in the analysis. Since there 
were no black families who were under treatment at the time, there are 
only three categories in the Race-Clinic variable, namely, white, non- 
clinic, black, non-clinic, and white, clinic. The Race-Clinic variable 
reaches significant difference on eight factors. The two that are not 
significant are Factor 4 (Freedom Granting versus Threat Behavior) and 
Factor 10 (Excessive Dependency) (see Table 8). Even though the Race- 
Clinic variable does not contribute significantly in the whole family 
responses on these two factors, the dyads' difference between means, 
grouped by the sex of the offspring, is significant on Factor 4 (Table 
18); and the respondents' differences between means grouped by the age 
of the offspring are significant on Factor 10 (Table 16).
Of the eight factors that are significantly different on the Race- 
Clinic variable, five follow a pattern. In this pattern, the white, 
non-clinic scored the most positive, followed by the black, non-clinic, 
and then by the white, clinic (Table 9). The exceptions are on Factor 6 
(Good Companionship) and Factor 7 (Good Communication). On these two 
factors, the black, non-clinic families scored slightly more positive 
than the white, non-clinic families. The clinic families scored the 
most negative. Of Interest is Factor 2 (Insecure, Selfish, Vengeful 
Relations) where the black, non-clinic families scored almost as high 
(and most probably not significantly different from) the white, clinic 
families.
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The Race-Clinic x Respondent interaction is significant on Factor 2 
and 5 (See Table 14). It is interesting to note that on Factor 2 
(Insecure, Selfish, Vengeful Relations), the black, non-clinic mothers 
scored the highest (the most negative) (x - 109*26) among all the 
respondents (Table 14). This score is even higher than that of the 
white, clinic offspring who generally scored the most negative (x “ 
109.05). On Factor 5 (General Unwholesomeness), the white, clinic 
offspring scored the most negative but this time followed by the black, 
non-clinic offspring. In fact, the black, non-clinic offspring's mean on 
this factor is higher than both the white, clinic parents. Interestingly, 
the black fathers scored the lowest (the least negative) among the 
respondents on this factor.
When grouped by race and clinical status, the dyads* means differ 
significantly on Factor 1, 7, and 8 (Table 15). All the dyads' means of 
the white, non-clinic families are above average (above 100) in Factor 1 
(General Wholesomeness). All but the M — > F mean of the white, clinic 
families are below average. For the black, non-clinic families, all 
respondents rated their relations below average. On Factor 7 (Good 
Communication), all the offspring's scores are universally below the 
factor mean with the lowest occurring in the 0 — > F in the clinic 
families. On Factor 8 (Disapproving, Untrusting Discord), the fathers 
and offspring in the clinic sample had the highest discord among the 
dyads. All the dyads in the white, non-clinic families scored below 
average and the black families again scored between the non-clinic and 
clinic whites.
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Table 14
Respondents' Means on Factor 2 and Factor 5, Grouped by 
Race and Clinical Status
Respondent
Least Squares Mean
*
Factor 2
ft
Factor 5
WNC BNC WC WNC BNC WC
Father 98.36 100.98 102.96 99.57 97.44 104.03
Mother 97.94 109.26 102.30 98.24 101.54 101.94
Offspring 100.45 104.52 109.05 99.71 105.56 110.99
NOTE; Abbreviations are as followed: 
WNC ■ white, non-clinic 
BNC * black, non-clinic 
VC 11 white, clinic
*P<.01
Table 15
Dyads* Means on Factor 1, Factor 7, and Factor 8, Grouped by Race and Clinical Status
Least Squares Mean
* A *
Factor 1 Factor 7 Factor 8
Dyad WNC BNC WC WNC BNC WC WNC BNC WC
Father—>Mother 100.04 95.24 95.61 104.05 105.96 102.35 98.73 96.13 104.02
Father— >0f f spring 101.11 97.09 89.96 97.40 101.00 88.39 99.24 100.53 110.06
Mother— >Father 102.78 98.83
Non-Est
100.30 106.02 107.03 105.98 96.56 102.32 100.39
Mother— >0ffspring 101.93 107.04 93.32 101.17 105.99 96.27 97.84 99.34 109.82
Off spring—>Father 100.48 95.48 85.28 95.86 93.34 85.60 98.61 101.79 114.69
Offspring—>Mother 100.38 95.92 91.92 97.10 94.23 94.26 99.26 104.52 108.95
MOTE: Abbreviations are as followed:
WNC = white, non-clinic, BNC = black, non-clinic, WC = white, clinic. 
Non-Est - non-estimable.
*P<.01
O'
00
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The age of the offspring and the Race-Clinic variable play a 
significant part on Factor 10 (Excessive Dependency) (Table 16). As a 
whole, all the respondents in the white, non-clinic families in both age- 
groups generally scored the lowest among the three Race-Clinic groups.
The white, clinic families scored the highest with, very surprisingly, 
the exception of the fathers in the 12-14 offspring age-group. Their 
mean score is the lowest among the respondents. Blacks again scored 
between the white, clinic and non-clinic with some of the respondents in 
the black group scoring actually in the clinic range.
The Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring x Respondent interaction is 
significant on Factor 2 and Factor 5. The Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 
x Target (Respondent) interaction is significant on Factor 4. These data 
are presented in Table 17 and 18. Since some of the categories have as 
few as three subjects in them, it does not seem suitable to make any 
Interpretation on these interactions.
Some of the statistically significant differences in the analyses 
may not indicate important differences in practice. But it seems 
reasonable to assume that for factors other than Factor 4 and 10 (which 
have only three items in them), a difference of five points on the 
standardized scores (a half standard deviation) is of practical 
significance.
Analysis of Variance Comparing the Two Modes of Administering the DDFIS
As stated in the Subjects section, due to the difficulty in securing 
subjects, the investigator let some of the subjects take the question­
naire home. Almost all of these subjects were college students. The 
majority of these students had families who lived out of town. Since
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Table 16
Respondents' Means on Factor 10, Grouped by the Age of the Offspring, 
the Race, and Clinical Status of the Family
Age-Group Respondent
*
Race-Clinic
WNC BNC WC
Mean N Mean N Mean N
Father 98.45 75 104.13 18 94.87 14
12-14 Mother 99.20 73 105.96 17 103.15 14
Offspring 98.30 71 101.25 17 105.92 13
Father 99.44 87 104.11 13 104.66 22
18-21 Mother 100.20 85 98.72 12 102.96 22
Offspring 98.10 86 99.68 13 102.14 21
P<.01
Table 17
Respondents' Means on Factor 2 and Factor 5, Grouped by the Sex-of-the Offspring, the Race of
the Family, and Their Clinic-Non-Clinic Status
Sex-of-
Offspring Respondent
Factor
*
2 Factor
*
5
WNC BNC WC WNC BNC WC
Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N
Father 99.47 59 105.16 5 102.83 20 99.92 59 94.50 3 104.42 22
Male Mother 99.88 58 118.09 6 98.88 21 100.20 57 107.49 5 99.29 21
Offspring 101.98 54 106.37 6 112.07 19 101.29 60 111.37 6 115.63 18
Father 97.25 96 96.79 19 103.10 14 99.22 101 100.39 23 103.65 14
Female Mother 96.00 97 100.43 22 105.73 13 96.27 96 95.59 22 104.58 14
Offspring 98.92 94 102.67 23 106.03 14 98.13 96 99.75 23 106.36 13
*P<.01
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Table 18
Dyads1 Means on Factor 4, Grouped by the Sex-of-the-Offspring, the 
Race of the Family, and Their Clinic-Non-Clinic Status
Sex-of-
Offspring Dyad
A
Race-Clinic
WNC BNC WC
Mean N Mean N Mean N
Father->Mother 102.53 31 85.66 3 104.58 11
Father->Offspring 97.26 31 107.78 3 98.54 11
Mother—>Father 102.21 31 111.46 3 102.04 11
Mother— >0ffspring 100.22 31 100.09 3 93.78 10
Offspring->Father 99.93 31 96^64 3 95.68 10
Of f spring->Mo t her 102.14 30 98.61 3 99.86 11
Father— >Mother 103.67 48 104.39 13 95.57 7
Father->Offspring 98.86 50 95.68 12 105.33 7
T? Af|. A | J, Mother—>Father 101.79 50 96.40 13 99.37 6remaie
Mother->Offspring 97.99 50 92.42 12 97.35 6
Offspring—>Father 101.40 50 93.52 12 94.78 7
Offspring—>Mother 100.42 50 98.14 13 95.60 7
is
Pc.Ol
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participation in the research earned them extra credit points in some 
courses, it was questioned whether the students actually took the 
questionnaire home to their parents or they just made up the answers 
themselves. To find out how the ratings of the students who took the 
questionnaire away compare to the ratings of those who did the question­
naire in the investigator's presence, an analysis of variance on the 10 
factors was performed using the mode of administration (whether the 
subject took the questionnaire home or did it in the investigator's 
presence) as an independent variable. Since almost all the subjects who 
took the questionnaire home were in the 18-21 age-group, only families 
with an offspring in this age-group were included in the analysis. To 
separate out the effect of living at home and living away from home from 
the mode of administration, the living arrangement variable was included 
in the analysis. There were 62 families with offspring ages 18-21. This 
number is broken down according to the mode of administration and the 
living arrangement aB shown in Table 19.
The source table for the analysis of variance is presented in 
Appendix I. The least squares means for each group are given in Appendix 
J. Neither the two living arrangements nor the two modes of administration 
differ significantly from each other across 10 factors. The interaction 
of these two variables, though, reaches significance on Factor 3 (Empathetic 
Encouragement of Independence) and Factor 7 (Good Communication) (See 
Table 20).
Since the answers of those who took the questionnaire home do not 
differ from those who did it in the investigator's presence, and assuming 
that those who did it in the Investigator's presence did not make up
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Table 19
Distribution of Subjects on the Mode of Administration and 
Living Arrangement Variables
Mode of Administration
Take Home Present
At Home 24
Living Arrangement
Away from Home 20 10
NOTE; Numbers refer to number of family in each category.
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Table 20
Least Squares Means of the Significant Interactions between Living 
Arrangement and Mode of Administration
Living Arrangement x 
Mode of Administration
Least Squares Means
*
Factor 3 Factor 7*
At Home/Take Home 103.17 102.17
At Home/Present 97.93 97.93
Away/Take Home 99.32 99.49
Away/Present 103.82 103.80
*
P<.05
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their answers, it is therefore, concluded that most, if not all, of the 
people who took the questionnaire home actually read and answered it.
Internal Reliabilities of the DDFIS
It is apparent from the factor analysis that major dimensions of 
wholesomeness (Factor 1) and unwholesomeness (Factor 5) exist in family 
relations. To determine how each DDFIS item contributes to this dimension, 
the mean of each item from the 732 protocols was correlated with the 
overall mean. Means were used instead of the traditional item-total 
correlation because some subjects missed some items. The correlation 
coefficients are presented in Table 21. Most of the coefficients are in 
the 30's-60's, indicating that they contribute sizeably to the wholesome­
ness dimension and that the questionnaire has good internal reliability. 
Only a few items correlate in the teens or below. The item with the 
lowest correlation coefficient (.07) is item 28 ("We are unafraid before 
each other to show love for someone else in the family."). It is also 
the only item whose coefficient does not reach the .05 level of signif­
icance. Other low-correlation items are item 6 (r - .12), item 17 (r = 
.17), item 42 (r “ .13), and item 78 (r = .15). Three of these five 
items (items 6, 28, and 42) load on Factor 10 (Excessive Dependency). 
Therefore, dependency must not be very closely related to wholesomeness.
For reasons previously presented, item 28 was deleted from Factor 10. On 
the high correlation side, there are four items whose coefficients with 
the overall mean reach the 70's. They are items 59 (r ■* .71), 71 (r *
.71), 75 (r ■ .74), and 84 (r ■ .71). All of these items are scored on 
Factor 1 (General Wholesomeness).
Table 21
Correlation Coefficients between Each DDFIS Itea and the Overall Mean
DDFIS
Itea
Correlation
Coefficient
DDFIS
Itea
Correlation
Coefficient
DDFIS
Itea
Correlation
Coefficient
DDFIS
Itea
Correlation
Coefficient
1 .56 26 .64 51 .52 76 .39
2 .38 27 *35b 52 .58 77 .633 .62 28 .07 53 .56 78 .15
4 .47 29 .65 54 .62 79 .42
5 *32 30 .51 55 .58 80 .54
6 •12 31 .67 56 .54 81 .58
7 .58 32 .57 57 .65 82 .68
8 .46 33 .62 58 .57 83 .52
9 .61 34 .50 59 .71 84 .71
10 .38 35 .43 60 .29 85 .66
11 .45 36 .62 61 .52 86 .50
12 .31 37 .64 62 .46 87 .68
13 .58 38 .53 63 .68 88 .38
14 .49 39 .29 64 .57 89 .54
15 .54 40 .52 65 .45 90 .63
16 .55 41 .48. 66 .63 91 .42
17 .17 42 .13d 67 .59 92 .66
18 .48 43 .62 68 .60 93 .51
19 .58 44 .52 69 .42 94 .50
20 .40 45 .59 70 .47 95 .43
21 .44 46 .39 71 .71 96 .58
22 .52 47 .45 72 .66 97 .50
23 .57 48 .68 73 .57 98 .45
24 .48 49 .48 74 .60 99 .60
25 .51 50 .68 75 .74 100 .61
Unless otherwise stated, all the correlation coefficients are significant at the .0001 level. 
bP<.08
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Overall reliabilities and reliabilities of each factor were calculated 
using Kuder-Richardson’8 Formula 20. But the K-R formula was devised for 
positively intercorrelated items. For personality tests where the true 
correlations are both positive and negative, the formula needs to be 
adapted by using absolute values, disregarding correlation signs (Dreger, 
1973). The resulting Internal reliabilities of the DDFIS are presented 
in Table 22. The internal reliability for the whole questionnaire is 
.97. The reliabilities for the factors range from .53 to .94. Only 
Factor 4 and Factor 10 have the relatively low reliabilities of .54 and 
.53. Both factors have only three items loaded on them.
Social Desirability
To assess the effect of social desirability on how people answer the 
DDFIS, the social desirability value of each item was first determined.
As detailed in the Subject section, two groups of college students were 
independently asked to rate the social desirability and wholesomeness of 
each DDFIS item. Results of the social desirability rating are given in 
Table 23 and that of the wholesomeness rating in Table 24. There are 13 
items that received a mean rating above eight on a 9-point scale. The 
item that received the highest social desirability rating is number 48 
("They have faith in each other."). The social desirability scale value 
(SDSV) for this item is 8.48 with a standard deviation of .96. The item 
that has the lowest SDSV is item 68 ("They show disrespect for each 
other"). This item received a mean of 1.45 with a standard deviation of 
.72. There are six more items that obtained an SDSV below 2.00. On a 9- 
point scale, 4.5 is the exact point of neutrality. There are three items 
that received a rating in the neutral range of 4.00-5.00. They are
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Table 22
Kuder-Richardson Reliabilities of the DDFIS and Its Factors
Factor K-R Reliability Coefficients
1 .94
2 .82
3 .72
4 .54
5 .88
6 .83
7 .86
8 .89
9 .60
10 .53
Total Questionnaire .97
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Table 23
Statistics on the Rated Social Desirability of the DDFIS Items
DDFIS
Item Mean3 S.D.
DDFIS
Item Mean S.D.
DDFIS
Item Mean S.D.
1 7,58 1.56 42 4.06 1.95 83 2.48 1.52
2 3.45 2.49 43 8.16 .93 84 8.32 .91
3 7.25 2.00 44 4.32 2.29 85 7.61 1.43
4 7.22 1.76 45 6.84 1.59 86 3.10 2.20
5 3.13 2.32 46 6.74 1.98 87 2.13 1.26
6 3.26 1.79 47 7.19 2.04 88 8.13 1.15
7 7.39 2.39 48 8.48 .96 89 3.22 1.65
8 3.10 1.90 49 8.10 1.66 90 7.48 1.48
9 6.10 1.90 50 7.71 1.22 91 7.10 1.68
10 2.45 1.93 51 7.19 1.19 92 2.10 1.37
11 7,13 1.63 52 2.52 1.59 93 3.29 1.88
12 7.39 1.41 53 2.00 1.46 94 1.81 1.22
13 1.77 1.59 54 6.71 2.00 95 6.48 2.41
14 2.00 1.53 55 7.77 1.18 96 8.03 .91
15 7.42 1.54 56 2.61 1.72 97 2.42 1.52
16 7.71 1.04 57 8.06 .93 98 3.16 1.77
17 4.97 2.07 58 8.10 1.08 99 2.42 1.46
18 7.35 1.33 59 8.10 1.42 100 1.84 1.27
19 4.23 1.80 60 2.64 2.30
20 3.77 2.54 61 2.13 1.61
21 3.39 2.18 62 2.68 2.17
22 7.61 1.60 63 8.35 1.25
23 1.71 1.24 64 1.81 1.28
24 7.61 1.14 65 3.97 1.45
25 6.45 1.95 66 2.00 1.44
26 8.16 i.68 67 1.64 .80
27 7.16 1.27 68 1.45 .72
28 6.61 2.38 69 2.97 1.56
29 7.84 1.51 70 2.64 1.47
30 2.13 1.38 71 8.03 1.20
31 2.35 1.43 72 2.10 1.19
32 7.48 1.84 73 7.77 1.41
33 2.13 1.26 74 6.97 1.58
34 4.39 1.60 75 7.81 1.45
35 3.90 2.09 76 3.68 2.24
36 2.81 1.66 77 3.29 1.70
37 2.39 1.71 78 6.55 1.78
38 7.61 1.20 79 7.19 1.96
39 2.06 1.50 80 7.13 1.76
40 6.52 1.46 81 2.48 1.71
41 6.97 1.62 82 8.06 1.65
an - 31
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Table 24
Statistics on the Rated Wholesomeness of the DDFIS Items
DDFIS
Item Meana S.D.
DDFIS
Item Mean S.D.
DDFIS
Item Mean S.D.
1 7.55 1.15 42 4.22 1.86 83 2.97 1.70
2 3.39 1.69 43 7.22 1.78 84 7.45 1.77
3 8.03 1.05 44 4.32 1.70 85 7.71 1.04
4 7.48 1.29 45 7.35 .75 86 3.90 2.37
5 3.48 1.98 46 6.64 1.92 87 2.55 1.34
6 3.19 1.54 47 7.00 2.49 88 7.64 1.43
7 7.71 1.70 48 8.13 1.56 89 3.61 1.78
8 3.03 1.64 49 8.03 1.58 90 7.26 1.46
9 6.48 1.73 50 7.61 1.26 91 7.03 1.17
10 2.48 1.84 51 6.84 1.93 92 3.00 2.08
11 7.45 1.26 52 2.61 1.60 93 3.03 1.56
12 7.26 1.44 53 2.87 1.88 94 1.90 1.44
13 1.84 1.24 54 7.19 1.40 95 7.00 1.48
14 1.77 1.06 55 7.55 1.43 96 7.74 1.15
15 7.55 1.59 56 3.00 2.06 97 2.68 1.64
16 7.68 1.04 57 7.61 1.28 98 3.03 1.54
17 5.03 1.99 58 7.71 1.60 99 3.39 2.11
18 7.03 1.54 59 7.94 1.36 100 1.97 1.25
19 3.71 1.77 60 2.68 2.12
20 3.39 2.11 61 2.26 1.67
21 2.97 1.56 62 3.10 1.94
22 7.39 1.63 63 7.77 1.71
23 1.97 1.38 64 2.13 1.82
24 7.22 1.86 65 3.87 1.50
25 6.77 1.45 66 2.64 2.29
26 8.19 .91 67 2.13 1.91
27 7.26 1.41 68 2.06 1.73
28 7.61 1.99 69 2.61 1.38
29 7.94 1.24 70 3.42 1.94
30 2.97 2.26 71 7.52 1.46
31 3.00 1.75 72 2.42 .96
32 7.26 1.69 73 7.74 1.29
33 2.35 1.68 74 6.61 1.63
34 4.52 1.41 75 7.45 1.91
35 3.74 1.61 76 3.87 2.25
36 3.13 1.61 77 3.74 1.67
37 2.42 1.61 78 6.26 1.88
38 6.87 1.52 79 6.64 2.06
39 2.48 1.69 80 6.97 1.54
40 5.77 1.73 81 3.64 2.30
41 7.00 1.75 82 7.87 1.09
an = 31
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number 19 "They feel better understood by friends than by 
each other." (SDSV ■ 4.23) 
number 34 "They disagree on leisure time activities outside 
the home." (SDSV ■ 4.39) 
number 44 "They disagree about what is right, good, or proper 
conduct." (SDSV ■ 4.32).
On the wholesomeness rating, the item that received the highest mean 
Is number 26 ("They can rely on each other when help is needed"), which 
has a mean wholesomeness scale value (WSV) of 8.19. Three more items 
received a mean rating above eight. On the lower side, there are five 
items that received a mean rating below two, with the lowest in number 
14 ("They neglect each other"; WSV ■ 1.77). There are three items whose 
mean ratings fall in the neutral range. These are
number 34 "They disagree on leisure time activities outside 
the home." (WSV = 4.52) 
number 42 "They rely heavily on each other for feelings of 
being loved and wanted." (WSV ■ 4.22) 
number 44 "They disagree about what is right, good, or proper 
conduct." (WSV * 4.32).
Note that number 34 and 44 fall in the neutral range on both social 
desirability and wholesomeness ratings. Social desirability tends to 
receive more extreme rating than wholesomeness. More items were rated 
higher than 8.0 on social desirability than on wholesomeness. (Thirteen 
items on social desirability as opposed to four items on wholesomeness).
At the lower end, social desirability also received lower rating.
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Overall, however, the two ratings overlap considerably. The 
Kolmogorov-Smimov test (K-S test) for small samples (Siegel, 1956) 
which is a test to determine if two distributions differ significantly 
from each other was used. The 100 distributions (one for each DDFIS 
item) of the social desirability rating were compared to the 100 
distributions of the wholesomeness rating. There is no significant 
difference in any of the comparisons at the .05 level.
To determine how the SDSV of an item affected the subjects' ratings 
of their relations on that item, the mean ratings of each DDFIS item 
obtained from the Standardization Subjects (Table 3) were correlated 
with the SDSV of the same item as obtained from the Rating Subjects 
(Table 23). The resulting coefficient is .98. Edwards (1957) reported 
that on individual personality measurement, the more socially desirable 
a personality statement is, the more likely are subjects to say that the 
statement is true for them. The extremely high correlation coefficient 
of .98 above extends Edwards' finding to the family realm. When asked 
about their family relations, people do tend to rate highly desirable 
statements more positively than less desirable ones. The influence of 
social desirability on the subjects' ratings of their family relations 
may not be as much as the coefficient of .98 suggest, however. This 
coefficient is derived from correlating two sets of means, a procedure 
which inflates the coefficient.
The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale was administered to the 
subjects to assess their general social desirability tendencies on a 
standardized instrument. The means and standard deviations of the
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respondents and of the overall sample as well as that of the original 
Crowne and Marlowe's 1960 norms are presented In Table 25. Overall, the 
present mean Is higher than the 1960 norm and the standard deviation Is 
wider. This is not totally unexpected since the norm was obtained from 
college students; the present sample ranges in age from 12 to adult.
In the present sample, mothers obtained the highest mean on the 
Marlowe-Crowne; next came father, then daughters, then sons. The means 
from the Marlowe-Crowne indicate how the family members rank in regard 
to their tendency to present themselves in the socially desirable 
direction. The same ranking was also obtained in the rating of the 
DDFIS. As may be recalled, mothers also have the tendency to rate their
family relations more positively than do the rest of the family. To
assess the relationship between the subject’s rating of his family 
relations and his tendency to put himself in a good light in presenting 
himself, each subject's Marlowe-Crowne score was correlated with his 
mean DDFIS from his two protocols. The correlation coefficients are 
presented in Table 26. The correlation for all subjects is .35. The 
correlations for females are higher than for males. Daughters are
affected by social desirability the most and sons the least.
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Table 25
Marlowe-Crowne Statistics from the Original Study 
and from the Present Sample
Study N Mean Standard Deviation
Crowne and Marlowe (1960) 120 13.72 5.78
Present: Overall 730 16.11 6.14
Father 242 16.98 6.62
Mother 244 17.06 6.19
Son 96 12.90 4.92
Daughter 148 15.22 5.10
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Table 26
Correlation Coefficients between the DDFIS and the 
Marlowe-Crowne Scores
Respondent Correlation Coefficient8
Overall .35
Fathers .28
Mothers .34
Sons .27
Daughters .39
^ o n e  of the correlation coefficient is significant at the .05 level.
Discussion
Psychometric Properties of the DDFIS
The present study indicates that the DDFIS has satisfactory 
psychometric qualities. The overall internal reliability is very high. 
The reliabilities of most factors are in the adequate range. The two 
factors that have low reliabilities contain only three items each. 
Factors with fewer items may not be as stable as those with more items. 
The stability of these factors will have to be assessed with new samples 
in future research. The internal consistency of the questionnaire is 
also satisfactory. Most item-mean correlations are in the moderate 
range. Each item (except for item 28 which will be discussed later) 
thus contributes substantially to the global measure of quality of 
family life. But each item also assesses different aspects of that 
quality. These aspects cluster into 10 factors.
As is true of any measurement procedure, the validities or invalid­
ities of the DDFIS will accumulate as the instrument is put to further 
testing. But the present results indicate promising construct validity. 
Even though comparisons among the subgroups of the Standardization 
Sample are not Intended as hypothesis testing, significant differences 
among these groups in the expected direction (as will be discussed in 
the following section) do Indicate some measure of construct validity.
It can also be said that the influence of social desirability tendency 
on the DDFIS is slight as evidenced in the low correlation between the 
DDFIS and the Marlowe-Crowne.
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All items, except for number 28 "He are unafraid before each other 
to show love for someone else in the family," contribute satisfactorily 
to the DDFIS. As pointed out earlier, the non-significant correlation 
between item 28 and the overall mean and its questionable loading on 
Factor 10 might be caused by the unfamiliar word "unafraid". When the 
word "unafraid" is coupled with the lower end of the rating scale, it 
reads "never unafraid" which has a double negative meaning. The double 
negative may have confused many subjects. It is recommended that before 
deleting item 28 from the DDFIS, it be further investigated with the 
word "unafraid" changed to "afraid".
Differences among the Subgroups of the Standardization Sample
There are many significantly different comparisons among the subgroups 
of the Standardization Sample in the expected direction. There are also 
differences that have not been anticipated. Among the expected findings, 
white, clinic families consistently scored more negatively than white, 
non-clinic families. Moreover, the offspring in the clinic families 
usually scored the most negative among the respondents. This finding is 
consistent with Niemi's (1968, cited in Jessop 1981) finding that 
adolescents tend to be less positive than their parents in reporting 
family relations. Also confirming Niemi's report is that mothers as a 
group are the most positive among the triad.
Among the dyads, the spouses Indicated a closer relationship between 
themselves than between them and their offspring in a number of factors. 
They have better communication, enjoy better companionship, have less 
discord, less religious disagreement, and are more dependent on each
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other. Also In the expected direction Is the finding that a parent 
communicates better with the same sex offspring, fathers better with 
sons and mothers better with daughters.
From the developmental point of view, there Is not much difference 
between families with offspring in the two age-groups. The exceptions 
are, as the offspring get older, they have more religious disagreement 
with their parents and they enjoy their parents’ company less. For the 
whole-family response, the one factor on which the two age-groups differ 
is Freedom Granting versus Threat Behavior. Families with an offspring 
in the older age-group indicated that they let one another have more 
freedom than did families with an offspring in the younger age-group.
But when the scores are broken down by dyads and age-groups, there is no 
difference among the dyads. One would expect less freedom for the 
younger offspring than the older one. One would also expect differences 
in some other factors as well. More encouragement of independence 
(Factor 3) and less dependency (Factor 10) are expected for the older 
offspring. It might be that there are too few items in these factors 
(The Freedom Granting and Excessive Dependency factors each has only 
three items.) The items in these three factors may not be specific 
enough to tap the difference.
The author noted a difference between the parents of the two 
groups. Many parents with a younger offspring, and none with an older 
one, commented to the author that item 25 "He have similar ideas about 
sex attitudes and activities," bothered them when they rated this item 
between themselves and their child. It seems that it bothered them to 
think of their 12-14 year-old child as having ideas about sex. It was
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noted In the Results section that this Item was responded to in the 
fewest number of protocols. Some of these parents might have 
skipped the item.
It is Interesting how the age of the offspring affects the parents. 
Whereas fathers' enjoyment of their offspring's companionship is not 
influenced by the offspring's age, mothers' is. Mothers' enjoyment of 
their younger children's companionship is even more than their enjoyment 
of their husbands'. When the offspring get older, mothers' expressed 
enjoyment drops noticeably. This drop is perhaps due to mother's 
disappointment over her perceived increased distance from her offspring. 
On the other hand, the age of the offspring does not affect mother's 
enjoyment of her husband's company but it does father's enjoyment of 
mother's. Fathers with an older offspring expressed considerably more 
enjoyment of their wive's company than fathers with a younger child.
The former group of fathers also feel more dependent on their family 
than the latter group. Mothers with a younger child, however, feel more 
mutual dependency on their family than mothers with an older offspring. 
The trend seems to be that with a younger child, mother feels that she 
is needed and she enjoys the youngster considerably. Father, however, 
is typically less involved in the child's upbringing. When the child 
grows up, freeing mother from the upbringing chores, perhaps she then 
has more time to spend with her husband. This change of family pattern 
may have resulted in the father's higher level of enjoyment of his 
wife's company when the offspring is older. The closeness with his wife 
may in turn induce a feeling of higher level of dependency on her. 
Unfortunately, mother does not feel that she enjoys her husband more in
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her freer tine. Instead she seems to feel deprived of her child's 
company.
Sociology literature (Glen & McLanahan, 19S2) indicates that the 
presence of an offspring under 18 years of age in the household lowers 
the marital happiness of the parents. The present study does not measure 
marital happiness directly but the spouse’s level of enjoyment of each 
other's company seems to indicate that the offspring affects the two 
parents differentially. There might not be any negative effect on the 
mother. Moreover, parental fulfillment provided by younger children may 
well compensate for any loss of marital happiness. How the spouses' 
relations'as measured by the DDFIS are affected by children as compared 
to childless couples will have to await future research.
The sex of the offspring also seems to affect the family relations 
differentially. Overall, triads with a daughter maintain a higher 
degree of wholesome relations (Factor 1) and less feeling of Insecure, 
selfish, and vengeful attitudes (Factor 2). Sons perceive a higher 
level of general unwholesomeness (Factor 5) between them and their 
parents than daughters do. Daughters communicate better with their 
parents than sons do. Perhaps it is the daughters* better communicating 
skills (as compared to the sons) that help enhance the level of general 
wholesomeness in the family.
It is somewhat surprising that the relations of families with the 
offspring living away from home do not differ from families with the 
offspring living at home. But then, perhaps when the offspring is of 
the ages between 18-21, he or she is quite independent of the family 
even if he or she is still living at home. The reasons for the significant
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interaction effect of the living arrangement and mode of administration 
on two factors (Factor 3 and 7) are not immediately apparent. Families 
with an offspring who lived at home and took the questionnaire home and 
those who lived away but did the questionnaire in the investigator's 
presence scored the highest on both factors. And the lowest scoring 
group is the families with the offspring living at home and did the 
questionnaire in the Investigator's presence. The only speculation the 
author could think of is that the clinical status of the families played 
an important part. Of the high-scoring groups, only one family in the 
Llving-at-Home/Take-Home group was in treatment. None were in the 
Living-Away/Present group. On the other hand, the Living-at-Home/Present 
group which is the lowest scoring group, had 10 out of 24 families in 
treatment. As is shown in the overall analysis of variance, the clinic 
families as a group scored more negatively than the non-clinic families. 
The 10 clinic families in the Living-at-Home/Present group might have 
contributed to the lower score of that group.
Another finding that was not anticipated is that black, non-clinic 
families tend to be so much more negative than their white counterparts. 
On many characteristics, blacks scored closer to the white, clinic 
families than the white, non-clinic. Black families expressed almost as 
high degree of insecure, selfish, vengeful relation (Factor 2) as white, 
clinic families did. On the general unwholesomeness factor (Factor 5), 
white, clinic offspring scored the highest, followed by black, non- 
clinic offspring whose score is even higher than the parents' in the 
clinic sample. On that same factor, black mothers scored almost as high
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as white, clinic mothers. Several hypotheses will be advanced. Black 
families in general may Indeed be less positive about one another than 
whites are. Or as a sub-culture, blacks may not be as inclined as 
whites are to seek professional help for their emotional problems. A 
sub-group of the black families in the sample may be in such high degree 
of discord that, were they white, they would have sought counseling.
But by not seeking help, they were not classified as clinic families.
Then, blacks may not be as predisposed as whites are in reporting their 
family relations in a socially desirable fashion. And lastly, the 
finding of negative black family relations may be an artifact of the 
present sample.
Discrepancies among the Dyads* Reports
In direct observation studies, spontaneous agreement among family 
members has been used as an indication of family consensus and family 
solidarity. In self-report studies, sociologists have used dyadic 
agreement to assess, to a limited extent, the validity of individuals' 
reports. Jessop (1981) reported uniformly low level of agreement between 
adolescents and their parents on both concrete behaviors and evaluation 
of quality of family life. The low agreement is also typical of other 
investigators' findings. In the present Btudy, dyadic agreement which 
is measured by Pearson's product-moment correlation coefficients between 
the dyads are in the moderate range and are higher than Jessop's correla­
tions. But the statistics used are also different; Jessop used kappa. 
However, the present general finding is consistent with previous studies 
in that wide discrepancies exist among family members. Parents are more
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positive than their offspring in reporting family relations. Niemi 
(1968) attributed the parents1 more positive report to the tendency for 
parents to overestimate socially desirable family characteristics.
Jessop (1981), however, argued that each respondent tends to bias in the 
direction of enlarging his or her power and influence on family life.
In the current study, compared to parents, offspring reported less 
family wholesomeness (Factor 1), more insecure, selfish attitude (Factor 
2), less encouragement of independence (Factor 3), not as good companion­
ship (Factor 6) and communication (Factor 7), and more discord (Factor 
8) and religious disagreement (Factor 9). The data seems to suggest 
more of a general tendency as put forward by Niemi than of a role- 
specific bias as argued by Jessop. Nevertheless, the influence of 
social desirability on the current data is limited. Social desirability 
was assessed by the Marlowe-Crowne. Results show that mothers as a 
group do present themselves in a more socially acceptable manner than do 
the rest of the family. Niemi did not report the results for the sex of 
the parents and adolescents separately. The present data show that 
daughters are more positive than sons in reporting their family relations 
and the association between social desirability and reported family 
relations are stronger in mothers and daughters than in fathers and 
sons. In fact, correlation between social desirability tendency and 
response to the DDFIS is even higher on the daughters than the parents.
Social Desirability
As Nunnally (1978) pointed out, the subject^ frankness in self­
revelation is only one of the three components of social desirability.
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The subject's state of actual adjustment and his self-knowledge account 
for the other two components. The present author argues further that it 
is perhaps impossible to tease out the subject's frankness or his social 
desirability tendency from his state of adjustment from a questionnaire 
score. It is conceivable that a scale comparable to the Marlowe-Crowne, 
but which is designed to assess social desirability in reporting family 
relations apart from wholesomeness, will be developed in the future.
For statements like those in the DDFIS, social desirability and whole­
someness are closely related, if not synonymous. What is considered 
wholesome family relation in a culture is certainly seen as socially 
desirable by that society. The more wholesome the family state is, the 
more desirable it will be considered. This contention was born out in 
the non-significant difference between the ratings of wholesomeness and 
social desirability by two independent groups. The author further 
hypothesized that the more wholesome a particular family relation is, 
the more families will strive to attain such condition not only for the 
sake of a more positive family atmosphere but also for social recognition 
and approval. The striving leads to that particular relation being 
attained more often and thus endorsed more often when appearing in a 
questionnaire, reflecting the family's actual state of adjustment. But 
since wholesomeness is so closely related to social desirability, it can 
also be interpreted that the more socially desirable items are endorsed 
more often than the less desirable ones. This relationship holds true 
in the present study where the correlation between an item social 
desirability value and its mean endorsement is extremely high (r * .98).
As was pointed out in the Results section, this coefficient is Inflated.
A more direct assessment of the influence of social desirability on the 
DDFIS is the correlation between the subject’s Marlowe-Crowne and DDFIS 
scores. The obtained coefficients are low and non-significant indicating 
that the subject’s tendency to present himself in a good light does not 
necessarily Influence his reporting of his family relations.
Social desirability aside, it should be pointed out that the overall 
rating of family relations in this study is quite positive. Even those 
who scored in the lowest 10 percent of the sample Indicated that their 
overall family relations are above the point of neutrality. It will 
have to await future research to determine if intact families generally 
enjoy such a high degree of positive family relations.
Comparisons of the DDFIS Factors and Some Constructs in Family Literature
The DDFIS factors seem to be comparable to some of the well-known 
constructs in family literature. General Wholesomeness and General 
Unwholesomeness can be construed as indices of the general level of 
adjustment among family members. They indicate the family atmosphere or 
emotional climate. Empathetic Encouragement of Independence and Freedom 
Granting versus Threat Behavior seem to share some aspects of the 
"behavior control" dimension of the McMaster Model (Epstein et al.,
1978) and Fisher's (1976) "control and sanctions". Good companionship 
reflects degrees of affective satisfaction in the family. The McMaster 
Model also contains "affective responsiveness" and "affective involve­
ment" dimensions. Communication has been much emphasized in family 
theories. The present study shows that Good Communication is an
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independent dimension. Disapproving, Untrusting Discord, Non-alienating 
Religious Disagreement, and Excessive Dependency are all measures that 
the Circumplex Model (Olson et al., 1979) would probably group under 
"cohesion".
Religion is seldom mentioned in family literature. It might be
that most family therapists and researchers who try to be value-free and
non-judgmental consider religion as off-limits because of its obvious 
value orientation. The present study indicates that religious disagree­
ment is quite prevalent among family members. It is interesting to note 
that youngsters between 12-14 years of age, who are still under the
parents' socialization process and who have not left home to form their
own values, perceive that they have such a high degree of religious 
disagreement with their parents. How the family gets along religiously 
certainly merits further investigation.
A concept which has been discussed quite extensively in family 
therapy and research is coalition. Coalition and power are considered 
closely related. The more coalition a member enjoys with other family 
members, the more powerful he or she is thought to be (Haley, 1963). If 
such relationship is true, the present study indicates that mother is 
the most powerful person in the family. Generally, the spouses have a 
more positive relation between themselves than between them and their 
offspring. Therefore, the Mother-Father alliance is stronger than the 
Father-Offspring alliance. Furthermore, the Mother-Offspring relation 
is also more positive than the Father-Offspring relation. Thus, mother 
enjoys more coalition than the rest of the triad and, therefore, according 
to the coalition-power hypothesis, she is the most powerful in the family.
Conclusion
The results from the present study are promising. The DDFIS 
appears to have the potentials to be a useful Instrument In assessing 
family relations. It Is not unduly influenced by social desirability 
tendency. It has good overall internal reliabilities and the reliabili­
ties of most factors are satisfactory. It is powerful enough to 
discriminate among such global sub-groups of families as Black and 
White, or Clinic and Non-Clinic families. There are also indications of 
construct validity. Of course, only future cross-validation and 
hypothesis-testing studies can determine the strength, the discrimination 
power, and the validities of the questionnaire.
There are many findings that are in the expected direction or are 
consistent with existing literature. Clinic families fare less well 
than their Non-Clinic counterparts. Parents are more positive than 
their offspring in reporting family relations. Spouses communicate 
better between themselves than with their offspring. Parents communicate 
better with same sex offspring. There are wide discrepancies among 
individuals' reports on family relations. There are also findings that 
were not anticipated. Black families are closer to the White, Clinic 
families in their adjustment on many dimensions than to White, Non- 
clinic families. Families with a daughter are better adjusted overall 
than families with a son.
Since the present study relied solely on extra course credits and 
the subject's willingness to contribute to research as incentives, the 
sample was made up mostly of white, well-educated middle class who
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appreciate the value of research. It can safely be said that the 
results are representative of white, middle class, intact American 
families who are not seeking professional help. The relatively 
smaller proportions of Black and Clinic families in the sample appear 
to be different from the majority group on many characteristics.
Perhaps a Black researcher who is associated with a Black institution 
would be able to elicit more participation from the Black community.
A larger scale study involving more institutions might enlist enough 
intact Clinic families. If monetary compensation is offered, more 
families from the lower socio-economic status may be willing to 
participate. With a bigger sample, the investigator might be able to 
include other variables that were found to have an effect on family 
relations such as the birth order of the child and the developmental 
status of the family as proposed by Zilbach (1968) in the study.
NormB for each DDFIS item mean are provided on Table 3, for deciles 
on means by dyads, family, and overall on Table 4, and for factor scores 
on Table 6 and 7. Items contributing to each factor and their loadings 
may be consulted from Appendix F.
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Appendix A 
Dimensions of the DDFIS
In her 1962 dissertation, Dreger grouped the 100 items of the DDFIS 
under the following dimensions:
I. Consistent-Inconsistent in Family Living
A. Consistency-inconsistency of interpersonal behavior
1. Uncertain about what kind of treatment to expect fron one 
another. (-)
2. Break promises they make to one another. (-)
3. Can count on one another to do what they say they will 
do. (+)
A. Can count on one another to keep within regular family
schedules. (+)
B. Balance-imbalance in role-functioning in everyday activities
5. Like to work together. (+)
6 . Shirk in carrying out joint responsibilities. (-)
7. Confused about what one another expect in everyday life. (-)
8 . Willing to do one another's family, jobs if needed. (+)
II. Democracy-Autocracy
A. Degree of sharing in family decision-making
9. Talk with one another before making major decisions. (+)
10. Share decisions on spending of family money. (+)
11. Disregard one another's desires in making family plans. (-)
12. Disagree about how family time and effort should be 
used. (-)
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B. Attitudes toward Individuals
13. Bo not accept one another's strengths and weaknesses. (-)
14. Try to understand one another's ways of doing things. (+)
15. "Use" one another for selfish purposes. (-)
16. Treat one another as equal In importance in the family. (+)
C. Consensus-quarreling
17. Can reason with one another. (+)
18. Try to settle disagreements by compromise or "give and 
take". (+)
19. Argue with one another a great deal. (-)
20. Blame one another when things go wrong. (-)
D. Agreement-disagreement on family authority
21. Difficult for them to work out their bad feelings about 
family authority. (-)
22. Allow one another to express disagreement about family 
authority. (+)
III. Level of Mutual Trust and Approval
A. Level of mutual trust and faith
23. Wait to judge one another's actions until the facts are 
known. (+)
24. Distrust one another. (-)
25. Feel "let down" by one another. (-)
26. Have faith in one another. (+)
B. Level of mutual approval
27. Say bad things behind one another's backs. (-)
28. Feel they have to make excuses for one another. (-)
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29. Speak highly of one another. (+)
30. Unashamed of one another. (+)
C. Level of mutual respect
31. Show disrespect for one another. (-)
32. Earn one another's respect by actions. (+)
33. Ridicule one another's abilities. (-)
34. Accept one another's differences in ambitions and 
abilities. (+)
D. Willingness-unwillingness to share confidences
35. Willing to listen to one another's troubles. (+)
36. Evade answering one another's questions. (-)
37. Trust one another with things they do not discuss with 
many other persons. (+)
38. Feel bothered if one another want to share little 
upsets. (-)
E. Level of sharing voluntary activities at home
39. Unwilling to share one another's interests or activities 
at home. (-)
40. Spend together no more time than family matters require. 
(-)
41. Flan time for joint pleasure and recreation. (+)
42. Happy when doing something together. (+)
F. Approval-disapproval of friends and peer activities
43. Think one another should have some friends and fun 
outside the family. (+)
44. Feel better understood by friends than by one another. (-)
Ill
45. Accept one another's friends. (+)
46. Disapprove one another's activities with friends. (-)
IV. Severity-Lenlency
A. Severity-leniency of discipline and control
47. Do not scold or threaten one another a great deal. (+)
48. Are firm but forgiving in dealing with one another's 
wrong doings. (+)
49. Use harsh or severe ways to punish or "get even" with one 
another. (-)
50. Content to let one another "do just as he or she pleases".
(-)
B. Strictness-permissiveness of pressure for compliance
51. Allow one another the right to "live his or her own life".
(+)
52. Make one another "suffer for it" if they displease one 
another. (-)
C. Level of mutual expectations
53. Afraid they cannot come up to one another's expecations.
(-)
54. Have reasonable expectations of one another. (+)
V. Quality of Affectional Relations
A. Agreement-disagreement on matters concerning sex
55. Cannot discuss feelings about sex without embarrassment 
or misunderstanding. (-)
56. Have similar ideas about sex attitudes and activities. (+)
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B. Degree of mutual affection
57. Agree on when and how to show affection. (+)
58. Give one another things but not enough love. (-)
59. Get from one another the love that they want . (+)
60. Pretend more love for one another than they feel. (-)
61. Relate lovingly to one another. (+)
62. Rely too heavily on one another for feelings of being
loved and wanted. (-)
Level of mutual security-insecurity
63. Make one another feel Insecure. (-)
64. Meet one another's needs to feel loved and wanted. (+)
65. Feel secure because they can count on one another's love 
no matter what comes. (+)
66. Feel Insecure because they can never be quite "sure" of 
one another. (-)
D. Emotional cloaeness-distance
67. Keep growing further apart in their feelings for one 
another. (-)
68. Grow closer to one another as time goes on. (+)
E. Exclusiveness-inclusiveness of emotional ties
69. Jealous of one another's love for someone else in the 
family. (-)
70. So close to one another they "shut out" someone else in 
the family. (-)
71. Unafraid before one another to show love for someone else 
in the family. (+)
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72. Do not accuse one another of favoritism toward someone 
else in the family. (+)
F. Concern for one another’s welfare
73. Willing to sacrifice for one another. (+)
74. Neglect one another. (-)
75. Can rely on one another when help is needed. (+)
76. Unwilling to "go out of the way" to help one another. (-)
VI. Level of Growth of Family Members
A. In balance of own-other needs
77. Have a good understanding of what one another need and 
want. (+)
78. Want selfish desires met even if the other has to 
sacrifice. (-)
B. In getting along with one another
79. Have the ability to enjoy one another. (+)
80. Do things to spite one another. {-)
81. Expect one another to do all the "adjusting". (-)
82. Get along well with one another. (+)
C. In dependence-independence
83. Encourage one another in trying new adventures. (+)
84. Hold one another back from new or different experiences. (-)
85. Too dependent on one another. (-)
8 6 . Want one another to be self-reliant. (+)
VII. Level of Family Solidarity
A. Level of Bhared interests and activities outside the home
87. Like to include one another in social activities outside 
the home. (+)
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8 8 . Engage together in interests outside the home. (+)
89. Disagree on leisure time activities outside the home, (-)
90. Stop one another from having fun outside the home. (-)
B. Level of religious unity
91. Belong to the same church (or churches of the same 
denomination). (+)
92. Unconcerned about one another's religious beliefs and 
activities. (-)
93. Can talk with one another about their religious ideas. (+)
94. Disagree on religious matters. (-)
C. Level of identification as a family unit
95. Like to share stories of family history. (+)
96. Have little in common except being in the same family. (-)
97. Do persons outside the family admire the way they "stick 
together"? (+)
98. Allow pressures from outside the family to come between 
them. (-)
D. Agreement-disagreement on life goals, norms, values
99. Disagree about what is right, good, or proper conduct. (-) 
100. Agree on life's purposes and goals. (+)
NOTE; The sign in parentheses at the end of each item indicates the
direction of the item as was originally agreed upon by Dreger*s 
judges. +  ■ wholesome item; - - unwholesome item.
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Appendix B 
Dreger Dyadic Family Interaction Scale 
Introduction
This scale is intended to measure relations among family members. 
You will be asked to answer each question on the following pages more 
than once, each time describing your relations with a different family 
member.
There are two parts to this scale. Please answer each part by 
thinking about your relations with one particular member in your family. 
For example, if you are living with your parents, you may want to answer 
Part A by thinking about your relations with your father and Part B by 
thinking about your relations with your mother.
You are asked to rate the frequency that the condition in each 
statement occurs between you and another member of your family. The 
rating scale is shown below.
Example: He eat dinner together.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
never always
You are to put an X anywhere between 1 and 7 depending on how often 
you have dinner together.
There are no time limits; however, your first reaction is probably 
the most accurate one.
Your answers will not be shared with anyone but the research team 
members, who will only know your family by its number. No names are used.
Feel free to ask questions or stop participation at any time.
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Any special Instructions necessary for your filling out the DREGER 
DYADIC FAMILY INTERACTION SCALE will be provided to you.
PLEASE REFRAIN FROM DISCUSSING THE QUESTIONS WITH YOUR FAMILY UNTIL 
EVERYONE HAS FINISHED ANSWERING THEM. IT IS VERY IMPORTANT THAT WE HAVE 
YOUR INDEPENDENT OPINIONS.
DREGER DYADIC FAMILY INTERACTION SCALE
Please rate how frequent the following conditions occur between you 
and another member of your family.
1. We are firm but forgiving in dealing with each other’s wrongdoings,
2. We shirk in carrying out joint responsibilities.
3. We grow closer to each other as time goes on.
4. We engage together in interests outside the home.
5. We expect each other to do all the "adjusting".
6 . We are too dependent on each other.
7. We are willing to listen to each other's troubles.
8 . We are uncertain about what kind of treatment to expect from each
other.
9. We agree on life's purposes and goals.
10. We are jealous of each other's love for someone else in the family.
11. We encourage each other in trying new adventures.
12. We want each other to be self-reliant.
13. We distrust each other.
14. We neglect each other.
15. We are willing to sacrifice for each other.
16. We trust each other with things we do not discuss with many other
persons.
17. We are content to let each other "do just as he or she pleases".
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18. We try to settle disagreements by compromise or "give and take".
19. We feel better understood by friends than by each other.
20. We argue with each other.
21. We disapprove each other's activities with friends.
22. We speak highly of each other.
23. We use harsh or severe ways to punish or "get even" with each other.
24. We plan times for joint pleasure and recreation.
25. We have similar ideas about sex attitudes and activities.
26. We can rely on each other when help is needed.
27. We like to share stories of family history.
28. We are unafraid before each other to show love for someone else in 
the family.
29. We relate lovingly to each other.
30. We break promises we make to each other.
31. We feel insecure because we can never be quite "sure" of each other.
32. We can count on each other to do what we say we will do.
33. We make each other "suffer for it" if we displease each other.
34. We disagree on leisure time activities outside the home.
35. We disagree on religious matters.
36. We evade each other's questions.
37. We make each other feel Insecure.
38. We have reasonable expectations of each other.
39. We are so close to each other that we "shut out" someone else in 
the family.
40. We can count on each other to keep within regular family schedules.
41. We allow each other the right to "live his or her own life".
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42. We rely too heavily on each other for feelings of being loved or 
wanted.
43. We are happy when doing something together.
44. We disagree about what is right, good, or proper conduct.
45. We like to include each other in social activities outside the home.
46. We allow each other to express disagreement about family authority.
47. We wait to judge each other's actions until the facts are known.
48. We have faith in each other.
49. We are ashamed of each other.
50. We have a good understanding of what each other wants and needs.
51. We scold or threaten each other.
52. We want selfish desires met, even if the other has to sacrifice.
53. We have little in common except being in the same family.
54. We are willing to do each other's family jobs if needed.
55. We can talk with each other about our religious ideas.
56. We blame each other when things go wrong.
57. We try to understand each other's ways of doing things.
58. We treat each other as equal in importance to the family,
59. We meet each other's needs to feel loved and wanted.
60. We are unwilling to "go out of the way" to help each other.
61. We stop each other from having fun outside the home.
62. We spend no more time together than family routines require.
63. We feel secure because we can count on each other's love no matter
what comes.
64. We use each other for selfish purposes.
65. We disagree about how family time and effort should be used.
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6 6. He do things to spite each other.
67. We say bad things behind each other's backs.
6 8 . We show disrespect for each other.
69. He hold each other back from new or difficult experiences.
70. He can discuss feelings about sex without embarrassment or mis­
understanding .
71. He can reason with each other.
72. He keep growing further apart in our feelings for each other.
73. He talk with each other before making major decisions.
74. We agree on when and how to show affection.
75. He get from each other the love that we want.
76. He are unconcerned about each other's religious beliefs and 
activities.
77. We are confused about what each other expects in everyday life.
78. He belong to the same church (or churches of the same denomination).
79. We accuse each other of favoritism toward someone else in the 
family.
80. Persons outside the family admire the way we "stick together".
81. We give each other "things" but not enough love.
82. He have the ability to enjoy each other.
83. He pretend more love for each other than we really feel.
84. He get along well with each other.
85. He like to work together.
8 6 . He are unwilling to share each other's interests or activities at 
home.
87. We accept each other's strengths and weaknesses.
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8 8 . We think each other should have some fun and friends outside the 
home.
89. We are afraid we cannot come up to each other's expectations.
90. We accept each other's friends.
91. We share decisions on the spending of family money.
92. We disregard each other's desires.
93. We feel we have to make excuses for each other.
94. We ridicule each other's abilities.
95. We earn each other’s respect by actions.
96. We accept each other's differences in ambitions and abilities.
97. We allow pressures from outside the family to come between us.
98. We feel bothered if each other wants to share little upsets.
99. We find it difficult to work out our bad feelings about family 
authority.
100. We feel "let down" by each other.
IF YOU HAVE JUST FINISHED ANSWERING ABOUT YOUR RELATIONS WITH ONE MEMBER 
OF YOUR FAMILY ONLY, PLEASE GO BACK TO PAGE 2 AND ANSWER THE ITEMS FOR 
YOUR RELATIONS WITH ANOTHER MEMBER OF YOUR FAMILY.
PERSONAL REACTION INVENTORY
Listed below are a number of statements concerning personal 
attitudes and traits. Read each item and decide whether the statement 
is true or false as it pertains to you personally.
1. Before voting I thoroughly investigate the qualifications of all 
the candidates. (If you are in school, you may want to think of 
your school elections.)
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2. I never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone In trouble.
3. It Is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I am not 
encouraged.
4. 1 have never intensely disliked anyone.
5. On occasion I have had doubts about my ability to succeed in life.
6 . 1 sometimes feel resentful when I don't get my way.
7. I am always careful about my manner of dress.
8 . My table manners at home are as good as when I eat out in a
restaurant.
9. If 1 could get into a movie without paying and be sure I was not 
seen I would probably do it.
10. On a few occasions, I have given up doing something because I 
thought too little of my ability.
1 1 . 1 like to gossip at times.
12. There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in
authority even though I knew they were right.
13. No matter who I'm talking to, I'm always a good listener.
14. I can remember "playing sick" to get out of something.
15. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone.
16. I'm always willing to admit it when I make a mistake.
17. I always try to practice what I preach.
18. I don't find it particularly difficult to get along with loud­
mouthed, obnoxious people.
19. I sometimes try to get even rather than forgive and forget.
20. When I don't know something I don't at all mind admitting it.
2 1 . 1 am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable.
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22. At times I have really Insisted on having things my own way.
23. There have been occasions when I felt like smashing things.
24. I would never think of letting someone else be punished for my 
wrong-doings.
25. 1 never resent being asked to return a favor.
26. I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different 
from my own.
27. I never make a long trip without checking the safety of my car.
(If you do not drive, you may skip this item.)
28. There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune
of others.
29. I have almost never felt the urge to tell someone off.
30. I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me.
31. I have never felt that I was punished without cause,
32. 1 sometimes think when people have a misfortune they only got what
they deserved.
33. 1 have never deliberately said something that hurt someone's 
feelings.
Appendix C
Statement of Voluntary Consent and Answer Sheets 
Statement of Voluntary Consent
The purpose of the research with the Dreger Dyadic Family 
Interaction Scale has been explained to me. I consent to participate 
with the understanding that my responses to the scale will be held 
confidential and will not be revealed to anyone other than Dr. Dreger 
and his assistants without my written permission. I further understand 
that I may withdraw from the research at any time and my responses be 
destroyed if I so direct.
Date _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  My name________________________________
Please detach this sheet so that the following pages are identified 
only by number.
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ANSWER SHEET
Number __________
DREGER DYADIC FAMILY INTERACTION SCALE 
Part A
Please fill In the blanks:
My position in the family is  _____________ (father, mother, male
offspring, or female offspring).
I a m _______ years old.
This part of the questionnare is about my relations with my
______________________ (father, mother, husband, wife, son,
daughter).
He/She is _______ years old.
Rating: 
I- L
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
1
never
 I
7
always
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20. 
21.
22 .
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28. 
29. 
.30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
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ys
1
never
7
alwa;
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38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60. 
61. 
62.
1
never
 I
7
always
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63. |_
64.
65.
66.
67.
68 .
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80. 
81. 
82.
83.
84.
85.
86. 
87.
1
never
I___
 |
7
always
88. I ;________i_________ i_________ i   i_________ i_________ i
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
never always
89. I 1 1 t » I ■
90. i 1 1 l 1 1 f
91.  1 I 1 > i 1 i
92. i 1 i t 1 i
93. f i » i ) » . l
94. t f i i t i i
95. i i . l
\
t I i 1
96. | i , i l t i
97. | ( i i l i i
98. | I I i 1 I 1
99. i i i i I i 1
10°* l - • I I l I I
I
129
ANSWER SHEET
DREGER DYADIC FAMILY INTERACTION SCALE 
Part B
Number
Please fill in the blanks:
My position in the family is (father, mother, male
offspring, or female offspring).
I a m ______ years old.
This part of the questionnaire is about my relations with my
________________ (father, mother, husband, wife, son, daughter).
Ne/She is _years old.
Rating:
1. i
1
never
2 .
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
J
7
always
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14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20. 
21. 
22 .
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
1
never
 I
7
always
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39.
ii
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
1
ever
7
alwa;
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64.
65.
66 .
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
never always
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89. 1___________|_________ I__________I----------|---  :__ 1__________ I
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
never always
90. L__________ I__________I__________t__________t__________I__________ i
91. i------------ 1----------1--------- 1__________ i__________ I_________ l
92. |___________ |_________ |_______   ,________ i__________|_________,
93 • I----------- I----------1----------1______  I_____:_____I______ ___ 1
9*- I____________ I__________I--------- 1__________ I__________ I_________ I
95* I____________ I__________I_________L__________ l__________ i_________ I
\
96* I— __________ I__________I_________ l__________ 1__________ l_________ I
97 • I____________ I__________I_________ t >__________ I_________ I
98‘ I____________ I__________I_________ I__________ 1__________ I_________ I
99 • t____________I__________I_________ I__________ I__________ 1_________ 1
100 * I_________I_______ I______ l_______ I_______ I______ I
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ANSWER SHEET 
PERSONAL REACTION INVENTORY
Please put an X under the True or False column.
True False True False
1 .     18.   ____
2. ____  ____  19. ____  ____
3. ____  ____  20. ____  ____
4. ____  ____  21. ____  ____
5. ____  ____  22. ____  ____
6 . ____  ____  23. ____  ____
7. ____  ____  24. ____  ____
8 . ____  ____  25. ____  ____
9 .     26.   ____
10._______  ____  27._______  ____
1 1 .     28.   ____
12._______  ____  29._______  ____
13._______  ____  30._______  ____
14._______  ____  31._______  ____
15._______  ____  32._______  ____
16._______  ____  33._______  ____
17.
Please fill in the following information for statistical purposes:
I live in: The country __________  The head of the household in
A city or town of which I live is:
under 1000 __________ Employed___________
1,000-10,000 __________ Unemployed _________
135
50,000-100,000 _____
above 100,000 _____
The head of the household In which 1
live has reached___________grade in
school or received a _________degree
(highest degree).
If employed, he/she is working as
(Give exactly what the job or 
position is.)
136
Appendix D
Family Interaction Rating Schedule (Wholesomeness Form)
DIRECTIONS; Below are four statements which might be used in 
describing the relations between two family members.
Rating Statement
  1. They like to spend a lot of time together.
  2. They hate each other.
  3. They never raise their voice at each other.
  4. They are on the same diet.
Please rate each of the four statements as to how wholesome or 
unwholesome you consider it to be when used to describe two members of 
other's family. We are not interested in whether the statement does or 
does not describe you and your family. Just rate it according to how 
wholesome or unwholesome you consider it to be if applied to other's 
family in general. Use the rating scale shown below in making your 
ratings.
Rating Meaning of Rating
1 Extremely Unwholesome
2 Strongly Unwholesome
3 Moderately Unwholesome
4 Mildly Unwholesome
5 NEUTRAL
6 Mildly Wholesome
7 Moderately Wholesome
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Ratine Meaning of Rating
8 Strongly Wholesome
9 Extremely Wholesome
Your task is to read and rate the wholesomeness of each of the 
statements In the test using the rating scale shown above. Remember 
that you are to judge the statements in terms of whether you consider 
them to be wholesome or unwholesome when applied to other people*s 
family. We are not interested in whether a statement does or does not 
describe your family. Be sure to make a judgment about each statement.
Please fill out the following:
S e x _________
Age _________
Number
Rating
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8 
9
Meaning of Rating 
Extremely Unwholesome 
Strongly Unwholesome 
Moderately Unwholesome 
Mildly Unwholesome 
NEUTRAL
Mildly Wholesome 
Moderately Wholesome 
Strongly Wholesome 
Extremely Wholesome
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RatlnR Statement
1. They are firm but forgiving in dealing with each other’s 
wrongdoings,
2. They shirk in carrying out joint responsibilities.
3. They grow closer to each other as time goes on.
4. They engage together in interests outside the home.
5. They expect each other to do all the "adjusting".
6. They are too dependent on each other.
7. They are willing to listen to each other's troubles.
8 . They are uncertain about what kind of treatment to expect 
from each other.
9. They agree on life's purposes and goals.
10. They are jealous of each other's love for someone else in 
the family.
11. They encourage each other in trying new adventures.
12. They want each other to be self-reliant.
13. They distrust each other.
14. They neglect each other.
15. They are willing to sacrifice for each other.
16. They trust each other with things they do not discuss 
with many other persons.
17. They are content to let each other "do just as he or she 
pleases".
18. They try to settle disagreements by compromise or "give 
and take".
19. They feel better understood by friends than by each other.
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Rating
Number
Rating Meaning of Rating
1 Extremely Unwholesome
2 Strongly Unwholesome
3 Moderately Unwholesome
4 Mildly Unwholesome
5 NEUTRAL
6 Mildly Wholesome
7 Moderately Wholesome
8 Strongly Wholesome
9 Extremely Wholesome
Statement
20. They argue with each other a great deal.
21. They disapprove each other's activities with friends.
22. They speak highly of each other.
23. They use harsh or severe ways to punish or "get even"
with each other.
24. They plan times for joint pleasure and recreation.
25. They have similar ideas about sex attitudes and activities.
26. They can rely on each other when help is needed.
27. They like to share stories of family history.
28. They are unafraid before each other to show love for
someone else in the family.
29. They relate lovingly to each other.
30. They break promises they make to each other.
31. They feel insecure because they can never be quite "sure"
of each other.
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Rating
Number ______
Rating Meaning of Rating
1 Extremely Unwholesome
2 Strongly Unwholesome
3 Moderately Unwholesome
4 Mildly Unwholesome
5 NEUTRAL
6 Mildly Wholesome
7 Moderately Wholesome
8 Strongly Wholesome
9 Extremely Wholesome
Statement
32. They can count on each other to do what they say they 
will do.
33. They make each other "suffer for It" If they displease 
each other.
34. They disagree on leisure time activities outside the home.
35. They disagree on religious matters.
36. They evade each other's questions.
37. They make each other feel insecure.
38. They have reasonable expectations of each other.
39. They are so close to each other thay they "shut out"
someone else in the family.
»0. They can count on each other to keep within regular 
family schedules, 
tl. They allow each other the right to "live his or her own 
life".
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Rating
Number ______
Rating Meaning of Rating
1 Extremely Unwholesome
2 Strongly Unwholesome
3 Moderately Unwholesome
4 Mildly Unwholesome
5 NEUTRAL
6 Mildly Wholesome
7 Moderately Wholesome
8 Strongly Wholesome
9' Extremely Wholesome
Statement
f2. They rely too heavily on each other for feelings of being 
loved or wanted.
»3. They are happy when doing something together. 
f4. They disagree about what is right, good, or proper conduct.
»5. They like to include each other In Bocial activities
outside the home. 
t6 . They allow each other to express disagreement about family 
authority.
>7. They wait to judge each other1s actions until the facts 
are known.
18. They have faith in each other.
t9. They are unashamed of each other.
>0. They have a good understanding of what each other wants 
and needs.
Rating
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Number ______
Rating Meaning of Rating
1 Extremely Unwholesome
2 Strongly Unwholesome
3 Moderately Unwholesome
4 Mildly Unwholesome
5 NEUTRAL
6 Mildly Wholesome
7 Moderately Wholesome
8 Strongly Wholesome
9 Extremely Wholesome
Statement
51. They do not scold or threaten each other a great deal.
52. They want selfish desires met, even if the other has to 
sacrifice.
53. They have little in common except being in the same family,
54. They are willing to do each other’s family jobs if needed.
55. They can talk with each other about their religious ideas.
56. They blame each other when things go wrong.
57. They try to understand each other's ways of doing things.
58. They treat each other as equal in importance to the family.
59. They meet each other's needs to feel loved and wanted.
60. They are unwilling to "go out of the way" to help each
other.
61. They stop each other from having fun outside the home.
62. They spend no more time together than family routines
require.
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Number ______
Rating Meaning of Rating
1 Extremely Unwholesome
2 Strongly Unwholesome
3 Moderately Unwholesome
4 Mildly Unwholesome
5 NEUTRAL
6 Mildly Wholesome
7 Moderately Wholesome
8 Strongly Wholesome
9 Extremely Wholesome
Rating Statement
  63. They feel secure because they can count on each other's
love no matter what comes.
  64. They use each other for selfish purposes.
  65. They disagree about how family time and effort should be
used.
  66. They do things to spite each other.
  67. They say bad things behind each other's backs.
  68. They show disrespect for each other.
  69. They hold each other back from new or difficult experiences.
  70. They can't discuss feelings about sex without embarrassment
or misunderstanding.
  71. They can reason with each other.
  72. They keep growing further apart in their feelings for each
other.
  73. They talk with each other before making major decisions.
Rating
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Number ______
Rating Meaning of Rating
1 Extremely Unwholesome
2 Strongly Unwholesome
3 Moderately Unwholesome
4 Mildly Unwholesome
5 NEUTRAL
6 Mildly Wholesome
7 Moderately Wholesome
8 Strongly Wholesome
9 Extremely Wholesome
Statement
74. They agree on when and how to show affection.
75. They get from each other the love that they want,
76. They are unconcerned about each other's religious beliefs 
and activities.
77. They are confused about what each other expects in 
everyday life.
78. They belong to the same church (or churches of the same 
denomination).
79. They do not accuse each other of favoritism toward someone 
else in the family.
80. Persons outside the family admire the way they "stick
together".
81. They give each other "things" but not enough love.
82. They have the ability to enjoy each other.
83. They pretend more love for each other than they really feel.
Rating
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Number ______
Rating Meaning of Rating
1 Extremely Unwholesome
2 Strongly Unwholesome
3 Moderately Unwholesome
4 Mildly Unwholesome
5 NEUTRAL
6 Mildly Wholesome
7 Moderately Wholesome
8 Strongly Wholesome
9 Extremely Wholesome
Statement
84. They get along well with each other.
85. They like to work together.
86. They are unwilling to share each other's interests or 
activities at home.
87. They do not accept each other's strengths and weaknesses.
88. They think each other should have some fun and friends 
outside the home.
89. They are afraid they cannot come up to each other's 
expectations.
90. They accept each other's friends.
91. They share decisions on the spending of family money.
92. They disregard each other's desires.
93. They feel they have to make excuses for each other.
94. They ridicule each other's abilities.
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Ratine
Number __
Ratine Meanine of Ratine
1 Extremely Unwholesome
2 Strongly Unwholesome
3 Moderately Unwholesome
4 Mildly Unwholesome
5 NEUTRAL
6 Mildly Wholesome
7 Moderately Wholesome
8 Strongly Wholesome
9 Extremely Wholesome
Statement
95. They earn each other's respect by actions.
96. They accept each other's differences in ambitions and 
abilities.
97. They allow pressures from outside the family to come 
between them.
98. They feel bothered if each other wants to share little 
upsets.
99. They find it difficult to work out their bad feelings 
about family authority.
100. They feel "let down" by each other.
Appendix E
Family Interaction Rating Schedule (Social Desirability Form)
DIRECTIONS: Below are four statements which might be used in
describing the relations between two family members.
  1. They like to spend a lot of time together.
  2. They hate each other.
  3. They never raise their voice at each other.
  4. They are on the same diet.
Please rate each of the four statements as to how desirable or 
undesirable you consider it to be when used to describe two members of 
other’s family. We are not Interested in whether the statement does or 
does not describe you and your family. Just rate it according to how 
desirable or undesirable you consider it to be if applied to other's 
family in general. Use the rating scale shown below in making your 
ratings.
Rating Statement
Rating Meaning of Rating
1 Extremely Undesirable
2 Strongly Undesirable
3 Moderately Undesirable
4 Mildly Undesirable
5 NEUTRAL
6 Mildly Desirable
7 Moderately Desirable
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Rating Meaning of Rating
8 Strongly Desirable
9 Extremely Desirable
Your task is to read and rate the desirability of each of the 
statements in the test using the rating scale shown above. Remember 
that you are to judge the statements in terms of whether you consider 
them to be desirable or undesirable when applied to other peopled 
family. He are not interested in whether a statement does or does not 
describe your family. Be sure to make a judgment about each statement.
Please fill out the following:
S e x _________
A g e _________
Number
Rating Meaning of Rating
1 Extremely Undesirable
2 Strongly Undesirable
3 Moderately Undesirable
4 Mildly Undesirable
5 NEUTRAL
6 Mildly Desirable
7 Moderately Desirable
8 Strongly Desirable
9 Extremely Desirable
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Rating Statement
1. They are firm but forgiving in dealing with each other's 
wrongdoings.
2. They shirk in carrying out joint responsibilities.
3. They grow closer to each other as time goes on.
4. They engage together in interests outside the home.
5. They expect each other to do all the "adjusting".
6. They are too dependent on each other.
7. They are willing to listen to each other's troubles.
8. They are uncertain about what kind of treatment to expect 
from each other.
9. They agree on life's purposes and goals.
10. They are jealous of each other's love for someone else in 
the family.
11. They encourage each other in trying new adventures.
12. They want each other to be self-reliant.
13. They distrust each other.
14. They neglect each other.
15. They are willing to sacrifice for each other.
16. They trust each other with things they do not discuss 
with many other persons.
17. They are content to let each other "do just as he or she 
pleases".
18. They try to settle disagreements by compromise or "give 
and take".
19* They feel better understood by friends than by each other.
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Number _______
Rating Meaning of Rating
1 Extremely Undesirable
2 Strongly Undesirable
3 Moderately Undesirable
4 Mildly Undesirable
5 NEUTRAL
6 Mildly Desirable
7 Moderately Desirable
8 Strongly Desirable
9 Extremely Desirable
Rating Statement
  20, They argue with each other a great deal.
  21. They disapprove each other's activities with friends.
  22. They speak highly of each other.
  23. They use harsh or severe ways to punish or "get even"
with each other.
  24. They plan times for joint pleasure and recreation.
  25. They have similar Ideas about sex attitudes and activities.
  26. They can rely on each other when help is needed.
  27. They like to share stories of family history. .
_____ 28. They are unafraid before each other to show love for
someone else in the family.
_  29. They relate lovingly to each other.
_____ 30. They break promises they make to each other.
' _____ 31. They feel insecure because they can never be quite "sure"
of each other.
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Number ______
Rating Meaning Of Rating
1 Extremely Undesirable
2 Strongly Undesirable
3 Moderately Undesirable
4 Mildly Undesirable
5 NEUTRAL
6 Mildly Desirable
7 Moderately Desirable
8 Strongly Desirable
9 Extremely Desirable
Rating Statement
  32. They can count on each other to do what they say they
- will do.
  33. They make each other "suffer for it" if they displease
each other.
  34. They disagree on leisure time activities outside the home.
  35. They disagree on religious matters.
  36. They evade each other's questions.
  37. They make each other feel insecure.
  38. They have reasonable expectations of each other.
  39. They are so d o s e  to each other they they "shut out"
someone else in the family.
 __  40. They can count on each other to keep within regular
family schedules.
___  41. They allow each other the right to "live his or her own
life".
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Number
Rating 
1 
2
3
4
5
6
7
8 
9
Rating
  42. They rely too heavily on each other for feelings of being
loved or wanted.
  43. They are happy when doing something together.
  44. They disagree about what is right, good, or proper conduct.
  45. They like to include each other in social activities
outside the home.
  46. They allow each other to express disagreement about family
authority.
  47. They wait to judge each other's actions until the facts
are known.
  48. They have faith in each other.
  49. They are unashamed of each other.
 __  50. They have a good understanding of what each other wants
and needs.
Meaning of Rating 
Extremely Undesirable 
Strongly Undesirable 
Moderately Undesirable 
Mildly Undesirable 
NEUTRAL
Mildly Desirable 
Moderately Desirable 
Strongly Desirable 
Extremely Desirable
Statement
153
Number
Rating
1
Meaning of Rating 
Extremely Undesirable 
Strongly Undesirable 
Moderately Undesirable
2
3
4 Mildly Undesirable
5 NEUTRAL
6 Mildly Desirable
7 Moderately Desirable 
Strongly Desirable 
Extremely Desirable
8
9
Rating Statement
51. They do not scold or threaten each other a great deal.
52. They want selfish desires met, even if the other has to
sacrifice.
53. They have little in common except being in the same family.
54. They are willing to do each other*s family jobs if needed.
55. They can talk with each other about their religious ideas.
56. They blame each other when things go wrong.
57. They try to understand each other's ways of doing things.
58. They treat each other as equal in importance to the family.
59. They meet each other's needs to feel loved and wanted.
60. They are unwilling to "go out of the way" to help each
other.
61. They stop each other from having fun. outside the home.
62. They spend no more time together than family routines
require.
Rating '
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Number  ______
Rating Meaning of Rating
1 Extremely Undesirable
2 Strongly Undesirable
3 Moderately Undesirable
4 Mildly Undesirable
5 NEUTRAL
6 Mildly Desirable
7 Moderately Desirable
8 Strongly Desirable
9 Extremely Desirable
Statement
33. They feel secure because they can count on each other's 
love no matter what comes.
>4. They use each other for selfish purposes.
35. They disagree about how family time and effort should be 
used.
36. They do things to spite each other.
37. They say bad things behind each other's backs.
>8. They show disrespect for each other.
>9. They hold each other back from new or difficult experiences. 
TO. They can't discuss feelings about sex without embarrassment 
or misunderstanding, 
fl, They can reason with each other.
f2. They keep growing further apart in their feelings for each 
other.
r3. They talk with each other before making major decisions.
Rating
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Number
Rating Meaning of Rating
1 Extremely Undesirable
2 Strongly Undesirable
3 Moderately Undesirable
4 Mildly ^ Undesirable
5 NEUTRAL
6 Mildly Desirable
7 Moderately Desirable
8 Strongly Desirable
9 Extremely Desirable
Statement
74. They agree on when and how to show affection.
75. They get from each other the love that they want.
76. They are unconcerned about each other’s religious beliefs 
and activities.
77. They are confused about what each other expects in 
everyday life.
78. They belong to the same church (or churches of the same 
denomination).
79. They do not accuse each other of favoritism toward someone 
else in the family.
80. Persons outside the family admire the way they "stick 
together".
81. They give each other "things" but not enough love.
82. They have the ability to enjoy each other.
83. They pretend more love for each other than they really feel.
Rating
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Number _______
Rating Meaning of Rating
1 Extremely Undesirable
2 Strongly Undesirable
3 Moderately Undesirable
4 Mildly Undesirable
5 NEUTRAL
6 Mildly Desirable
7 Moderately Desirable
8 Strongly Desirable
9 Extremely Desirable
Statement
84. They get along well with each other.
85. They like to work together.
86. They are unwilling to share each other's Interests or 
activities at home.
87. They do not accept each other's strengths and weaknesses.
88. They think each other should have some fun and friends 
outside the home.
89. They are afraid they cannot come up to each other's 
expectations.
90. They accept each other's friends.
91. They share decisions on the spending of family money.
92. They disregard each other's desires.
93. They feel they have to make excuses for each other.
94. They ridicule each other's abilities.
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Rating
Number
Rating Meaning of Rating
1 Extremely Undesirable
2 Strongly Undesirable
3 Moderately Undesirable
4 Mildly Undesirable
5 NEUTRAL
6 Mildly Desirable
7 Moderately Desirable
8 Strongly Desirable
9 Extremely Desirable
Statement
95. They earn each other's respect by actions.
96. They accept each other's differences In ambitions and 
abilities.
97. They allow pressures from outside the family to come 
between them.
98. They feel bothered If each other wants to share little 
upsets.
99. They find It difficult to work out their bad feelings 
about family authority.
100. They feel "let down" by each other.
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Appendix F
DDFIS Factors and Their Contributing Items 
Factor 1 General Wholesomeness 
Scoring
Scored
Items
Weights ^ 
(Loadings) Content
48 74 We have faith in each other.
63 73 We feel secure because we can count on each 
other's love no matter what comes.
75 73 We get from each other the love that we 
want.
50 72 We have a good understanding of what each 
other wants and needs.
29 71 We relate lovingly to each other.
59 71 We meet each other's needs to feel loved 
and wanted.
84 71 We get along well with each other.
3 68 We grow closer to each other as time goes 
on.
We have the ability to enjoy each other.82 67
87 67 We accept each other's strengths and 
weaknesses.
72 -67 We keep growing further apart in our 
feelings for each other.
71 66 We can reason with each other.
26 65 We can rely on each other when help is 
needed.
57 63 We try to understand each other's ways of 
doing things.
81 -61 We give each other "things" but not enough 
love.
1 57 We are firm but forgiving in dealing with 
each other's wrong doings.
32 67 We can count on each other to do what we 
say we will do.
38 54 We have reasonable expectations of each 
other.
53 -54 We have little in common except being in 
the same family.
49 -51 We are ashamed of each other.
95 44 We earn each other's respect by actions.
40 43 We can count on each other to keep within 
regular family schedules.
decimal points omitted.
85
31
LOO
37
33
7
54
92
74
80
55
58
22
15
13
68
45
19
16
96
77
36
56
64
66
67
83
9
73
90
23
30
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Scoring
Weights
(Loadings)
60 We are happy when doing something together.
60 We like to work together.
-59 We feel insecure because we can never be
quite "sure" of each other.
-56 We feel "let down" by each other.
-55 We make each other feel insecure.
-54 We make each other "suffer for it" if we
displease each other.
53 We are willing to listen to each other's
troubles.
53 We are willing to do each other's family
jobs if needed.
-53 We disregard each other's desires.
52 We agree on when and how to show affection.
52 Persons outside the family admire the way
we "stick together".
51 We can talk with each other about our
religious ideas.
51 We treat each other as equal in importance
to the family.
50 We speak highly of each other.
49 We are willing to sacrifice for each other.
-49 We distrust each other.
-49 We show disrespect for each other.
48 We like to include each other in social
activities outside the home.
-48 We feel better understood by friends than
by each other.
47 We trust each other with things we do not
discuss with many other persons.
47 We accept each other’s differences in
ambitions and abilities.
-47 We are confused about what each other
expects in everyday life.
-46 We evade each other's questions.
-46 We blame each other when things go wrong.
-46 We "use" each other for selfish purposes.
-45 We do things to spite each other.
-45 We say bad things behind each other's backs.
-45 We pretend more love for each other than we
really feel.
44 We agree on life's purposes and goals.
44 We talk with each other before making major
decisions.
42 We accept each other's friends.
-42 We use harsh or severe ways to punish or
"get even" with each other.
-42 We break promises we make to each other.
52
18
51
89
99
97
14
4
41
44
61
94
24
11
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Scoring
Weights
(Loadings)
-42 We want selfish desires net, even if the
other has to sacrifice.
41 We try to settle disagreement by compromise
or "give and take".
-40 We scold or threaten each other.
-40 We are afraid we cannot come up to each
other's expectations.
-40 We find it difficult to work out bad feelings
about family authority.
-39 We allow pressure from outside the family to
come between us.
-39 We neglect each other.
38 We engage together in interests outside the
home.
37 We allow each other the right to "live his
or her own life".
-37 We disagree about what is right, good, or
proper conduct.
-37 We stop each other from having fun outside
the home.
-37 We ridicule each other's abilities.
36 We plan times for joint pleasure and
recreation.
35 We encourage each other in trying new
adventures.
25
8
79
10
52
64
83
33
23
ctor
Scon
Itemi
12
11
27
22
88
7
18
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Insecure, Selfish, Vengeful Relations
Scoring
Heights
(Loadings)
56
55
53
53
49
47
43
39
38
35
Content
We shirk in carrying out joint responsi­
bilities.
We expect each other to do all the 
"adjusting".
We are uncertain about what kind of treat­
ment to expect from each other.
We accuse each other of favoritism towards 
someone else in the family.
We are jealous of each other's love for 
someone else in the family.
We want selfish desires met, even if the 
other has to sacrifice.
We "use" each other for selfish purposes.
We pretend more love for each other than we 
really feel.
We make each other "suffer for it" if we 
displease each other.
We use harsh or severe wayB to punish or 
"get even" with each other.
Empathetic Encouragement of Independence
Scoring
Weights
(Loadings)
63
58
40
38
38
36
35
Content
We want each other to be self-reliant.
We encourage each other in trying new 
adventures.
We like to share stories of family history.
We speak highly of each other.
We think each other should have some fun 
and friends outside the home.
We are willing to listen to each other's 
troubles.
We try to settle disagreements by compromise 
or "give and take".
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Factor 4 Freedom Granting vs. Threat Behavior
Scored
Items
17
41
51
Scoring
Weights
(Loadings)
63
47
-44
Content
We are content to let each other "do just 
as he or she pleases".
We allow each other the right to "live his 
or her own life".
We scold or threaten each other.
Factor 5 General Unwholesomeness
Scoring
Scored Weights
Items (Loadings) Content
93 62 We feel we have to make excuses for each 
other.
66 60 We do things to spite each other.
61 59 We stop each other from having fun outside 
home.
69 59 We hold each other back from new or difficult 
experiences.
92 59 We disregard each other's desires.
67 58 We say bad things behind each other's backs.
68 58 We show disrespect for each other.
65 51 We disagree on how family time and effort 
should be used.
94 49 We ridicule each other's abilities.
86 48 We are unwilling to share each other's 
interests or activities at home.
96 -48 We accept each other's differences in 
ambitions and abilities.
37 42 We make each other feel insecure.
56 41 We blame each other when things go wrong.
98 37 We feel bothered if each other wants to 
share little upsets.
60 25 We are unwilling to "go out of the way" to 
help each other.
62 34 We spend no more time together than family
routines require.
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Other Scoring
Identifying Weights
Items (Loadings)
83 54 We pretend more love for each other than
we really feel.
90 -49 We accept each other's friends.
52 47 We want selfish desires met even if the
other has to sacrifice.
64 47 We "use" each other for selfish purposes.
72 46 We keep growing apart in our feelings for
each other.
84 -46 We get along well with each other.
85 -46 We like to work together.
23 45 We use harsh or severe ways to punish or
"get even" with each other.
51 44 We scold or threaten each other.
77 43 We are confused about what each other
expects in everyday life.
87 -43 We accept each other's strengths and
weaknesses.
99 42 We find it difficult to work out bad
feelings about family authority.
57 -42 We try to understand each other's ways of
doing things.
82 -42 We have the ability to enjoy each other.
75 -41 We get from each other the love that we
want.
43 -40 We are happy when doing something together.
97 39 We allow pressure from outside the family to
come between us.
100 39 We feel "let down" by each other.
71 -39 We can reason with each other.
80 -39 Persons outside the family admire the way
we "stick together".
88 -39 We think each other should have some fun and
friends outside the house.
34 38 We disagree on leisure time activities
outside the home.
36 38 We evade each other's questions.
81 38 We give each other "things" but not enough
love.
31 37 We feel insecure because we can never be
quite "sure" of each other.
54 -37 We are willing to do each other's family
jobs if needed.
33 35 We make each other "suffer for it" if we
displease each other.
63 -35 We feel secure because we can count on
each other's love no matter what comes.
Factor 6 Good Companionship
Scored
Items
4
24
43
45
85
Scoring
Weights
(Loadings)
72
70
52
51
35
Content
We engage together in interests outside the 
home.
We plan times for joint pleasure and 
recreation.
We are happy when doing something together.
We like to Include each other in social 
activities outside the home.
We like to work together*
Factor 7 Good Communication
Scoring 
Scored Weights
Items (Loadings)  Content
91 69 We share decisions on the spending of 
family money.
70 67 We can discuss feelings about sex without 
embarrassment or misunderstanding.
16 64 We trust each other with things we do not 
discuss with many other persons.
73 61 We talk with each other before making 
major decisions.
25 56 We have similar ideas about sex attitudes 
and activities.
58 54 We treat each other as equal in importance 
to the family.
74 49 We agree on when and how to show affection.
46 46 We allow each other to express disagreement 
about family authority.
54 46 We are willing to do each other's family 
jobs if needed.
80 44 Persons outside the family admire the way 
we "stick together".
15 43 We are willing to sacrifice for each other.
47 40 We wait to judge each other's actions until 
the facts are known.
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Other
Identifying
Items
Scoring
Heights
(Loadings) Content
55 55
45 52
7 50
9 48
19 -48
71 46
59 44
85 43
77 -43
27 42
50 42
57 41
24 40
75 40
96 40
99 -40
87 39
32 38
26 37
63 37
82 37
89 -37
43 35
We can talk with each other about our 
religious ideas.
We like to include each other in social 
activities outside the home.
We are willing to listen to each other's 
troubles.
We agree on life's purposes and goals.
We feel better understood by friends than 
by each other.
We can reason with each other.
We meet each other's needs to feel loved 
and wanted.
We like to work together.
We are confused about what each other 
expects in every day life.
We like to share stories of family history.
We have a. good understanding of what each 
other wants and needs.
We try to understand each other's ways of 
doing things.
We plan times for joint pleasure and 
recreation.
We get from each other the love that we 
want.
We accept each other's differences in 
ambitions and abilities.
We find it difficult to work out our bad 
feelings about family authority.
We accept each other's strengths and 
weaknesses.
We can count on each other to do what we 
say we will do.
We can rely on each other when help is 
needed.
We feel secure because we can count on each 
other's love no matter what comes.
We have the ability to enjoy each other.
We are afraid we cannot come up to each 
other's expectations.
We are happy when doing something together.
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Factor 8 Disapproving, Untrusting Discord
Scoring 
Scored Weights
Items (Loadings)  Content
21 65 We disapprove each other’s activities with
friends.
100 59 We feel "let down" by each other.
99 57 We find it difficult to work out bad
feelings about family authority.
13 56 We distrust each other.
34 55 We disagree on leisure time activities
outside the home.
31 54 We feel insecure because we can never by
quite "sure" of each other.
9 -54 We agree on life's purposes and goals.
90 -54 We accept each other's friends.
36 52 We evade each other's questions,
44 52 We disagree about what is right, good, or
proper conduct.
30 50 We break promises we make to each other.
19 49 We feel better understood by friends than
by each other.
14 46 We neglect each other.
77 46 We are confused about what each other
expects in everyday life.
89 46 We are afraid we cannot come up to each
other's expectations.
97 44 We allow pressure from outside the family
to come between us.
Other Scoring
Identifying Weights
Items (Loadings)
23 52 We use harsh or severe ways to punish or
"get even" with each other.
33 47 We make each other "suffer for it" if we
displease each other.
20 45 We argue with each other,
75 -44 We get from each other the love that we
want.
35 42 We disagree on religious matters.
84 -41 We get along well with each other.
8 40 We are uncertain about what kind of treat­
ment to expect from each other.
37 40 We make each other feel Insecure.
51 40 We scold or threaten each other.
56 40 We blame each other when things go wrong.
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Other Scoring
Identifying Weights
Items (Loadings)
74 -40 We agree on when and how to show affection.
92 39 We disregard each other's desires.
71 -38 We can reason with each other.
10 37 We are jealous of each other's love for
someone else in the family.
23 -37 We have similar ideas about sex attitudes
and activities.
65 37 We disagree about how family time and effort
should be used.
32 -37 We can count on each other to do what we
say we will do.
59 -36 We meet each other's needs to feel loved
and wanted.
66 36 We do things to spite each other.
72 36 We keep growing further apart in our
feelings for each other.
98 36 We feel bothered if each other wants to
share little upsets.
50 -36 We have a good understanding of what each
other wants and needs.
Religious Disagreement
We disagree on religious matters.
We belong to the same church (or churches 
of the same denomination).
We are so close to each other that we 
"shut out" someone else in the family.
We can talk with each other about religious 
ideas.
We are unconcerned about each other's 
religious beliefs and activities.
Factor 10 Excessive Dependency
Scoring
Scored Weights
Items (Loadings)
42 71 We rely too heavily on each other for
feelings of being loved and wanted. 
6 69 We are too dependent on each other.
20 37 We argue with each other.
Factor 9 Non-alienating
Scoring
Scored Weights
Items (Loadings)
35 62
78 -53
39 49
55 -39
76 38
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Appendix G 
Source Tables for Analyses of Variance 
Factor 1____________________________ __________________
Source
Degree of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares F P
Age-Group 1 398.00 1.95 .16
Race-Clinlc 2 4241.13 10.42 .0001
Sex-of-Offspring 1 1007.39 4.95 .03
Age-Group x Race-Cllnic 2 461.20 1.13 .32
Age-Group x Sex-of-Offsprlng 1 124.34 .61 .44
Race-Clinlc x Sex-of-Offsprlng 2 274.20 .67 .51
Age-Group x Race-Clinlc x Sex- 
of-Offsprlng 2 127.43 .31 .73
Error(a) 104 21172.38
Respondent 2 371.13 3.39 .03
Target/Respondent 3 445.01 2.71 .04
Age-Group x Respondent 2 145.36 1.31 .27
Age-Group x Target/Respondent 3 279.09 1.70 .16
Race-Clinlc x Respondent 4 295.99 1.35 .25
Race-Clinlc x Target/ 
Respondent 6 1072.43 3.27 .004
Sex-of-Offsprlng x Respondent 2 28.58 .26 .77
Sex-of-Offspring x Target/ 
Respondent 3 190.58 1.16 .32
Age-Group x Race-Clinlc x 
Respondent 4 37.10 .17 .95
Age-Group x Race-Clinlc x 
Target/Respondent 6 295.38 .90 .50
Race-Cllnic x Sex-of-Offsprlng 
x Respondent 4 464.15 2.12 .08
Race-Clinlc x Sex-of-Offspring 
x Target/Respondent 5 187.51 .69 .64
Error(b) 436 23866.76
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Analysis of Variance on Factor 2
Source
Degree of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares F P
Age-Group 1 18.70 .10 .76
Race-Clinlc 2 3720.69 9.52 .0002
Sex-of-Offspring 1 1102.69 5.64 .02
Age-Group x Race-Clinic 2 19.35 .05 .95
Age-Group x Sex-of-Offspring 1 7.52 .04 .85
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 2 737.70 1.89 .16
Age-Group x Race-Clinic x Sex- 
of-Offspring 2 158.63 .41 .67
Error(a) 104 20322.77
Respondent 2 613.75 4.63 .01
Target/Respondent 3 193.77 .97 .41
Age-Group x Respondent 2 34.52 .26 .77
Age-Group x Target/Respondent 3 213.95 1.08 .36
Race-Clinic x Respondent 4 1076.88 4.06 .003
Race-Clinic x Target/ 
Respondent 6 383.78 .96 .45
Sex-of-Offspring x Respondent 2 17.31 .13 .88
Sex-of-Offspring x Target/ 
Respondent 3 216.62 1.09 .35
Age-Group x Race-Clinlc x 
Respondent 4 234.94 .89 .47
Age-Group x Race-Clinic x 
Target/Respondent 6 397.34 1.00 .43
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 
x Respondent 4 1042.83 3.93 .004
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 
x Target/Respondent 6 360.68 .91 .49
Error(b) 478 31777.51
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Analysis of Variance on Factor 3
Source
Degree of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares F P
Age-Group 1 35.64 .16 .69
Race-Clinic 2 2162.73 4.92 .01
Sex-of-Offspring 1 318.47 1.45 .23
Age-Group x Race-Cllnic 2 882.28 2.01 .14
Age-Group x Sex-of-Offspring 1 352.82 1.61 .21
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 2 108.02 .25 .78
Age-Group x Race-Clinic x Sex- 
of-Offspring 2 456.82 1.05 .35
Error(a) 104 22835.47
Respondent 2 2453.88 19.35 .0001
Target/Respondent 3 517.98 2.72 .04
Age-Group x Respondent 2 63.25 .50 .61
Age-Group x Target/Respondent 3 37.18 .20 .90
Race-Clinic x Respondent 4 514.54 2.03 .09
Race-Clinic x Target/ 
Respondent 6 541.56 1.42 .20
Sex-of-Offspring x Respondent 2 230.58 1.82 .16
Sex-of-Offspring x Target/ 
Respondent 3 93.35 .49 .69
Age-Group x Race-Cllnic x 
Respondent 4 191.77 .76 .55
Age-Group x Race-Cllnic x 
Target/Respondent 6 269.58 .71 .64
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 
x Respondent 4 88.34 .35 .84
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 
x Target/Respondent 6 227.32 .60 .73
Error(b) 497 31521.55
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Analysis of Variance on Factor 4
Source
Degree of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares F P
Age-Group 1 1247.39 8.42 .004
Race-Clinic 2 588.03 1.99 .14
Sex-of-Offspring 1 132.62 .90 .35
Age-Group x Race-Clinlc 2 386.92 1.31 .28
Age-Group x Sex-of-Offspring 1 385.21 2.60 .11
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offsprlng 2 120.81 .41 .67
Age-Group x Race-Clinic x Sex- 
of-Offspring 2 302.46 1.02 .36
Error(a) 104 15402.54
Respondent 2 204.29 1.22 .30
Target/Respondent 3 745.25 2.97 .03
Age-Group x Respondent 2 111.51 .67 .51
Age-Group x Target/Respondent 3 484.62 1.93 .12
Race-Clinic x Respondent 4 412.92 1.24 .29
Race-Clinic x Target/ 
Respondent 6 956.54 1.91 .08
Sex-of-Offspring x Respondent 2 324.02 1.94 .14
Sex-of-Offspring x Target/ 
Respondent 3 259.48 1.04 .38
Age-Group x Race-Clinic x 
Respondent 4 278.72 .83 .50
Age-Group x Race-Clinlc x 
Target/Respondent 6 684.28 1.37 .21
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 
x Respondent 4 465.14 1.39 .24
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 
x Target/Respondent 6 1858.76 3.71 .001
Error(b) 519 43360.12
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Analysis of Variance on Factor 5
Source
Degree of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares F P
Age-Group 1 6.15 .03 ,87
Race-Clinlc 2 3318.18 7.47 .001
S ex-of-Of f sp ring 1 673.74 3.03 .08
Age-Group x Race-Cllnic 2 156.60 .35 .70
Age-Group x Sex-of-Offspring 1 5.71 .03 .87
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 2 83.82 .19 .83
Age-Group x Race-Clinic x Sex- 
of-Offspring 2 192.65 .43 .65
Error(a) 104 23101.09
Respondent 2 1394.46 11.26 .0001
Target/Respondent 3 124.75 .67 .57
Age-Group x Respondent 2 140.05 1.13 .32
Age-Group x Target/Respondent 3 137.63 .74 .53
Race-Clinic x Respondent 4 1060.22 4.28 .002
Race-Clinic x Target/ 
Respondent 6 420.67 1.13 .34
Sex-of-Offspring x Respondent 2 872.72 7.05 .001
Sex-of-Offspring x Target/ 
Respondent 3 287.51 1.55 .20
Age-Group x Race-Clinic x 
Respondent 4 32.54 .13 .97
Age-Group x Race-Clinic x 
Target/Respondent 6 173.28 .47 .83
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 
x Respondent 4 1071.06 4.33 .002
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 
x Target/Respondent 6 344.10 .93 .48
Error(b) 492 30455.58
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Analysis of Variance on Factor 6
Source
Degree of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares F P
Age-Group 1 440.40 2.27 .14
Race-Clinic 2 2764.70 7.11 .001
Sex-of-Offspring 1 464.88 2.39 .12
Age-Group x Race-Clinic 2 241.51 .62 .54
Age-Group x Sex-of-Offspring 1 33.88 .17 .68
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 2 95.77 .25 .78
Age-Group x Race-Clinic x Sex- 
of-Offspring 2 48.45 .12 .88
Error(a) 104 20217.26
Respondent 2 914.25 7.61 .001
Target/Respondent 3 422.64 2.34 .07
Age-Group x Respondent 2 811.17 6.75 .001
Age-Group x Target/Respondent 3 677.25 3.76 .01
Race-Clinic x Respondent 4 141.98 .59 .67
Race-Clinic x Target/ 
Respondent 6 456.89 1.27 .27
Sex-of-Offspring x Respondent 2 315.29 2.62 .07
Sex-of-Offspring x Target/ 
Respondent 3 193.66 1.07 .36
Age-Group x Race-Cllnic x 
Respondent 4 51.35 .21 .93
Age-Group x Race-Clinic x 
Target/Respondent 6 327.77 .91 .49
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 
x Respondent 4 260.40 1.08 .36
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offsprlng 
x Target/Respondent 6 262.31 .73 .63
Error(b) 506 30399.16
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Analysis of Variance on Factor 7
Source
Degree of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares F P
Age-Group 1 54.16 .27 .60
Race-Clinic 2 1651.15 4.19 .02
Sex-of-Offspring 1 227.43 1.15 .28
Age-Group x Race-Clinic 2 151.40 .38 .68
Age-Group x Sex-of-Offspring 1 0.13 .00 .98
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 2 105.38 .27 .77
Age-Group x Race-Clinic x Sex- 
of-Offspring 2 52.94 .13 .87
Error(a) 104 20511.37
Respondent 2 4682.04 52.20 .0001
Target/Respondent 3 2328.76 17.31 .0001
Age-Group x Respondent 2 236.74 2.64 .07
Age-Group x Target/Respondent 3 76.50 .57 .64
Race-Clinlc x Respondent 4 386.49 2.15 .07
Race-Clinic x Target/ 
Respondent 6 909.99 3.38 .003
Sex-of-Offspring x Respondent 2 305.15 3.40 .03
Sex-of-Offspring x Target/ 
Respondent 3 508.94 3.78 .01
Age-Group x Race-Clinic x 
Respondent 4 177.16 .99 .41
Age-Group x Race-Clinlc x 
Target/Respondent 6 147.95 .55 .77
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 
x Respondent 4 374.42 2.09 .08
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 
x Target/Respondent 6 160.17 .60 .73
Error(b) 472 21168.20
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Analysis of Variance on Factor 8
Source
Degree of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares F P
Age-Group 1 162.62 .88 .35
Race-Clinlc 2 5815.89 15.72 .0001
Sex-of-Offspring 1 590.27 3.19 .08
Age-Group x Race-Cllnic 2 490.17 1.33 .27
Age-Group x Sex-of-Offspring 1 66.93 .36 .55
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 2 29.21 .08 .92
Age-Group x Race-Cllnic x Sex- 
of-Offsprlng 2 113.91 .31 .74
Error(a) 104 19234.57
Respondent 2 536.37 4.81 .009
Target/Respondent 3 380.94 2.28 .08
Age-Group x Respondent 2 69.34 .62 .54
Age-Group x Target/Respondent 3 86.43 .52 .68
Race-Clinic x Respondent 4 300.57 1.35 .25
Race-Clinic x Target/ 
Respondent 6 930.07 2.78 .01
Sex-of-Offspring x Respondent 2 131.19 1.18 .31
Sex-of-Offspring x Target/ 
Respondent 3 196.75 1.18 .32
Age-Group x Race-Clinic x 
Respondent 4 78.76 .35 .84
Age-Group x Race-Clinic x 
Target/Respondent 6 196.09 .59 .74
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 
x Respondent 4 396.98 1.78 .13
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 
x Target/Respondent 6 271.06 .81 .56
Error(b) 470 26222.17
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Analysis of Variance on Factor 9
Source
Degree of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares F P
Age-Group 1 414.23 1.62 .21
Race-Clinlc 2 2219.77 4.33 .02
S ex-of-Of f spring 1 372.49 1.45 .23
Age-Group x Race-Cllnic 2 367.95 .72 .49
Age-Group x Sex-of-Offspring 1 194.19 .76 .39
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 2 102.57 .20 .82
Age-Group x Race-Clinic x Sex- 
of-Offspring 2 31.91 .06 .94
Error(a) 104 26657.74
Respondent 2 918.91 8.00 .0004
Target/Respondent 3 205.13 1.19 .31
Age-Group x Respondent 2 87.12 .76 .47
Age-Group x Target/Respondent 3 767.65 4.46 .004
Race-Clinic x Respondent 4 124.60 .54 .70
Race-Clinic x Target/ 
Respondent 6 265.70 .77 .59
Sex-of-Offspring x Respondent 2 146.67 1.28 .28
Sex-of-Offspring x Target/ 
Respondent 3 58.42 .34 .80
Age-Group x Race-Clinic x 
Respondent 4 323.02 1.41 .23
Age-Group x Race-Cllnic x 
Target/Respondent 6 559.83 1.62 .14
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 
x Respondent 4 153.36 .67 .61
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 
x Target/Respondent 6 459.54 1.33 .24
Error(b) 514 29521.05
177
Analysis of Variance on Factor 10
Source
Degree of 
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares F P
Age-Group 1 .88 .08 .95
Race-Clinlc 2 1281.17 2.73 .07
Sex-of-Offspring 1 123.52 .53 .50
Age-Group x Race-Clinic 2 224.30 .48 .62
Age-Group x Sex-of-Offspring 1 0.05 .00 .99
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 2 343.28 .73 .48
Age-Group x Race-Clinlc x Sex- 
of-Offspring 2 62.31 .13 .88
Error(a) 104 24387.02
Respondent 2 51.96 .39 .68
Target/Respondent 3 1174.45 5.89 .001
Age-Group x Respondent 2 640.60 4.82 .008
Age-Group x Target/Respondent 3 100.38 .50 .68
Race-Clinic x Respondent 4 523.04 1.97 .10
Race-Clinic x Target/ 
Respondent 6 523.35 1.31 .25
Sex-of-Offspring x Respondent 2 53.12 .40 .67
Sex-of-Offsprlng x Target/ 
Respondent 3 67.42 .34 .80
Age-Group x Race-Clinic x 
Respondent 4 882.51 3.32 .01
Age-Group x Race-Clinic x 
Target/Respondent 6 417.83 1.05 .39
Race-Clinlc x Sex-of-Offspring 
x Respondent 4 314.58 1.18 .32
Race-Clinic x Sex-of-Offspring 
x Target/Respondent 6 71.60 .18 .98
Error(b) 512 34032.36
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Appendix 1
Source Table for Analysis of Variance on Living Arrangement and Mode
of Administration Variables
Factor Source
Degree
of
Freedom
Sum of 
Squares F P
Living Arrangement 1 286.69 1.00 .32
1 Mode of Administration 
Living Arrangement x Mode
1 416.95 1.46 .23
of Administration 
Error
1
58
792.23
16586.92
2.77 .10
Living Arrangement 1 605.57 2.15 .15
2 Mode of Administration 
Living Arrangement x Mode
1 353.40 1.26 .27
of Administration 
Error
1
58
3.34
16299.80
.01 .91
Living Arrangement 1 92.41 .30 .55
3 Mode of Administration 
Living Arrangement x Mode
1 11.80 .05 .83
it
of Administration 
Error
1
58
1444.98
14869.04
5.64 .02
Living Arrangement 1 480.07 2.91 .09
4 Mode of Administration 
Living Arrangement x Mode
1 2.14 .01 .91
of Administration 
Error
1
58
273.17
9569.04
1.66 .20
Living Arrangement 1 322.36 1.05 .31
5 Mode of Administration 
Living Arrangement x Mode
1 113.67 0.37 .54
of Administration 
Error
1
58
309.71
17760.32
1.01 .32
Living Arrangement 1 708.58 2.53 .12
6 Mode of Administration 
Living Arrangement x Mode
1 31.43 .11 .74
of Administration 
Error
1
58
67.68
16269.51
.24 .62
Living Arrangement 1 181.35 .83 .37
7 Mode of Administration 
Living Arrangement x Mode
1 1.02 .00 .94
*
of Administration 
Error
1
58
1249.70
12672.44
5.72 .02
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Appendix I (continued)
Degree
of Sum of
actor Source Freedom Squares F P
8
Living Arrangement 
Mode of Administration
1
1
588.34
255.69
2.00
.87
.16
.36
Living Arrangement x Mode 
of Administration 1 153.21 .52 .47
Error 58 17068.46
9
Living Arrangement 
Mode of Administration
1
1
4.52
26.73
.01
.09
.90
.77
Living Arrangement x Mode 
of Administration 1 903.09 2.92 .09
Error 58 17967.88
10
Living Arrangement 
Mode of Administration
1
1
51.02
67.32
.20
.27
.65
.61
Living Arrangement x Mode 
of Administration 1 179.41 .71 .40
Error 58 14573.70
Appendix J
Least Squares Means for Analysis of Variance on Living Arrangement and Mode of Administration Variables
Factor
Living
Arrangement
Mode of 
Administration Living Arrangement x Mode of Administration
At Home Away Take Home Present Home/Take Home Home/Present Away/Take Home Away/Present
1 99.88 101.94 102.23 99.58 103.02 96.74 101.45 102.43
2 101.61 98.33 98.75 101.19 100.58 102.64 96.93 99.73
3 100.55 101.57 101.25 100.87 103.17 97.93 99.32 103.82*
4 99.17 101.67 100.33 100.51 100.02 98.32 100.64 102.71
5 100.65 98.33 98.87 100.11 98.95 102.35 98.79 97.87
6 98.65 101.85 100.07 100.43 98.99 98.30 101.15 102.56
7 100.05 101.64 100.83 100.86 102.17 97.93 99.49 103.50*
8 101.20 97.71 98.03 100.88 98.70 103.70 97.36 98.06
9 99.44 99.04 98.88 99.60 97.38 101.50 100.38 97.70
10 100.74 99.78 99.77 100.76 101.02 100.47 98.52 101.05
*
P<.05
181
Vita
Somsri Reem Kongprasirtpong Khalid was bora on March 1, 1946 in 
Bangkok, Thailand.
She graduated from Saint Joseph's Convent School in Bangkok in 
1965. In 1965-66, she attended the 12th grade of Lower Merlon Senior 
High School in Ardmore, Pennsylvania as an American Field Service 
exchange student. She went back to Thailand and received a King 
Phumiphol's Scholarship to study at Thammasat University where she 
graduated with honors (Gold Medal) in 1970 in Psychology. She then 
taught at her alma mater for one year. In 1971 she received an East- 
West Center grant from the government of the United States to study for 
her master's degree in Experimental Psychology at the University of 
Hawaii in Honolulu. She graduated from that university in 1973. In 
1974 she started attending Louisiana State University in Baton Rouge 
for her doctor of philosophy degree in Clinical Psychology. She did 
her internship in 1978 at Louisiana State University Medical Center in 
Hew Orleans.
She has been married to Rashid A. Khalid since 1974. The couple 
has one daughter, Laila Panalee.
182
Candidate: 
Major Field: 
Title of Thesis:
EXAMINATION AND THESIS REPORT
Somsri Reem Kongprasirtpong Khalid 
Psychology
Standardization of the Dreger Dyadic Family Interaction Scale
Approved:
Major Professor ind Chairman 
Dean of t l ^  Graduat/ School
EXAMINING COMMITTEE:
J ^ £ > a X J  d ,
^  €T. s<f / I
Date of Examination: 
May 14, 1982
